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THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


CHAPTER III 


Ver. 2. Instead of éai dpyiepéws, Elz. has éo dpyiepéwv, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 4. Aéyovrog] is wanting 
in BD L Ax8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Or. Eus. Condemned 
by Griesb., deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. ; taken from Matt. 
iil. 3.— Ver. 5. eiéetav] B D &, min. Vulg. It. Or. Ir. have 
eddciac. So Lachm. and Tisch. A mechanical repetition from 
ver. 4. The verse bears no trace of its having been altered to 
agree with the LXX.— Ver. 10. somjoouev] romjouuev, which 
Griesb. has recommended, and Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have 
adopted, is here and at vv. 12, 14 decisively attested. — Ver. 14. 
The arrangement +/ romowuey nai qusis is, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
to be adopted, following B C* L xy, min. Syr. Ar. Vulg. Rd. 
Ver. Brix. Colb.; xa? juzi¢ was omitted, because xas follows 
again,—an omission which, moreover, the analogy of vv. 10, 12 
readily suggested,—and was afterwards restored in the wrong 
place (before ri roijo.). — rpis airods] Lachm. has airozs, follow- 
ing BC* DL &, min. Vulg. It. The Recepta is a repetition 
from ver. 13. — Ver. 17. xai dsaxadapie?] Tisch. has dsaxadcipas, as 
also afterwards x. cuvayaysi, on too weak attestation. — Ver. 19. 
After yuvaimés, Elz. has sA‘rrov, in opposition to decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 22. Aéyovewv] is wanting in B D Lx, Copt. 
Vulg. codd. of It. Ambr. Condemned by Griesb. and Rinck, 
deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Taken from Matt. iii. 17. Comp. 
on ver. 4. — od ef... nidéxqou] D, Cant. Ver. Vere. Colb. Corb.* 
Rd. Clem. Method. Hilar. ap., also codd. in Augustine, have viés 
jou ei od, ¢yH onwspov yeyéwnud oe. An old (Justin, ¢. Zryph. 88) 
Ebionitic (Epiphan. Haer, xxx. 13) addition, which, echoing the 
expression in Acts xiii. 33, found its way into the narrative, 
especially in the case of Luke. — Ver. 23. Many various read- 
ings, which, however, are not so well attested as to warrant 
« departure from the Received text (Lachm. and Tisch, have 
LUKE II. A 


2 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


adopted wy uiés, ws évouiZero, and Tisch. has dpyéu. after "Ijoote). 
—Ver. 23 ff. Many variations in the writing of the proper 
names. — Ver. 33. rod ’Apéw] Tisch. has rod ’Adwely rod Apel, 
following B L X rs, Copt. Syr’. So also Ewald. Rightly ; 
the Recepta is a correction in accordance with Matt. 1. 4; 
1 Chrom. 1:9: 


Vv. 1, 2. As, on the one hand, Matt. iii. 1 introduces the 
appearance of the Baptist without any definite note of time, 
only with év 5€ tats pépars éxeivats ; so, on the other, Luke 
(“the first writer who frames the Gospel history into the great 
history of the world by giving precise dates,’ Ewald), in fulfil- 
ment of his intention, i. 3, gives for that highly important 
starting-point of the proclamation of the Gospel (“ hie quasi 
scena N. T. panditur,’ Bengel) a date specified by a sixfold 
reference to the history of the period, so as to indicate the 
emperor at Rome and the governors of Palestine, as well as 
the high priest of the time; namely—(1) in the fifteenth year 
of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Augustus, who was succeeded 
by his step-son Tiberius, died on the 19th August 767, or 
the fourteenth, year of the era of Dionysius. See Suetonius, 
Octav. 100. Accordingly, it might appear doubtful whether 
Luke reckons the year 767 or the year 768 as the first; 
similarly, as Tiberius became co-regent at the end of 764, or 
in January 765 (Tacit. Ann. i. 3 ; Sueton. Zid. 20 f.; Velleius 
Paterculus, 1. 121), whether Luke begins to reckon from the 
commencment of the co-regency (Ussher, Voss, Pagius, Clericus, 
Sepp, Lichtenstein, Tischendorf, and others), or of the sole- 
government. Since, however, no indication is added which 
would lead us away from the mode of reckoning the years of 
the emperors usual among the Romans, and followed even by 
Josephus, we must abide by the view that the fifteenth year 
in the passage before us is the year from the 19th August 781 
to the same date 782. See also Anger, zwr Chronologie d. 
Lehramtes Christi, 1., Leipzig 1848 ; Ideler, Chronol. I. p. 418. 


1 Also Antt. xviii. 6. 10, where cyav aires rhv dpx%v does not refer back to an 
earlier co-regency of Tiberius, so that «sr4s would be equivalent to “ves ; but 
this «rss indicates simply a contrast betweeen him and Caius, who had been 
nominated his successor. 


; 


CHAP, III. 1, 2. 3 


Authentication from coins; Sauley, Athen. francais. 1855, 
p. 639 f.—(2) When Pontius Pilate (see on Matt. xxvii. 2) 
was procurator of Judaca. He held office from the end of 
778, or beginning of 779, until 789, in which year he was 
recalled after an administration of ten years, Joseph. Antt. 
xvii. 4. 2.— (3) When Herod was tetrarch of Galilee. Herod 
Antipas (see on Matt. ii. 22, xiv. 1); this crafty, unprincipled 
man of the world became tetrarch after the death of his father 
Herod the Great in 750, and remained so until his deposition 
in 792.— (4) When Philip his brother was tetrarch of Ituraea 
and Trachonitis. This paternal prince (see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. 
p. 45 f.) became prince in 750, and his reign lasted till his 
death in 786 or 787, Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 6. His govern- 
ment extended also over Batanaea and Auranitis, Joseph. 
Antt. xvi. 11. 4,as that of Herod Antipas also took in Peraea. 
lor information as to Jtwraea, the north-eastern province of 
Palestine (Miinter, de rebus Ituraeor. 1824), and as to the 
neighbouring Z’rachonitis between the Antilibanus and the 
Arabian mountain ranges, see Winer, Realwirt.— (5) When 
Lysanias was tetrarch of Abilene. See especially, Hug, Gutacht. 
Tipps 14 9. ff. s: Ebrardy) pov 180i» (Wieseler,*: pils 174 fit; 
Schweizer in the TZhcol. Jahrb. 1847, p. 1 ff. (who treats the 
chronology of Luke very unfairly); Wieseler in Herzog’s 
Encykl. I. p. 64 ff; Lichtenstein, p. 131 ff; Bleek in loc. 
The Lysanias, son of Ptolemaeus, known from Josephus, Avnit. 
xv. 4.1; Dio Cass. 49. 32, as having been murdered by 
Antony at the instigation of Cleopatra in 718, cannot here be 
meant, unless) Luke has perpetrated a gross chronological 
blunder; which latter case, indeed, Strauss, Gfrorer, B. Bauer, 
Hilgenfeld take for granted; while Valesius, on Eus. #. £. 
i. 10; Michaelis, Paulus,’ Schneckenburger in the Stud. wv. Krit. 
1833, p. 1064, would mend matters uncritically enough by 
omitting tetpapyovvtos (which is never omitted in Luke, see 
Tischendorf) ; and the remaining expression: cal Ts Avzaviouv 


1Jn his Commentary. But in his Hxeget. Handb. he acquiesces in the text 
as it stands, and forces upon it, contrary to the letter, the meaning: when 
Philip the tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis was also tetrarch over Abilene of 
Lysanias. Thus, indeed, the former o/d Lysanias would also here be meant. 
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"ABirnvijs some have attempted to construe, others to ouess 
at the meaning. After the murder of that older Lysanias 
who is mentioned as ruler of (Svvactevwv) Chalcis, between 
Lebanon and Antilibanus (Joseph. Antt. xiv. 7. 4), Antony 
presented a great part of his possessions to Cleopatra (see 
Wieseler, p. 179), and she leased them to Herod. Soon after- 
wards Zenodorus received the lease of the oixcs tod Avoaviov 
_ (Joseph. Antt. xv. 10.1; Bell. Jud. i. 20. 4); but Augustus 
in 724 compelled him to give up a portion of his lands to 
Herod (Joseph. as above), who after the death of Zenodorus 
in 734 obtained the rest also, Anté. xv. 10. 8. After Herod’s 
death a part of the o/kov Tod ZyvodHpov passed over to Philip 
(Antt. xvii. 11.4; Bell. Jud. ii. 6.3). It is consequently 
not to be proved that no portion of the territory of that older 
Lysanias remained in his family. This is rather to be assumed 
(Casaubon, Krebs, Siiskind the elder, Kuinoel, Siiskind the 
younger in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1836, p. 431 ff. ; Winer, and 
others), if it is supposed that Abilene also belonged to the 
principality of that elder Lysanias. But this supposition is 
itself deficient in proof, since Josephus designates the territory 
of the elder Lysanias as Chalcis (see above), and expressly 
distinguishes the kingdom of a later Lysanias, which Caligula 
(Antt. xviii. 6. 10) and Claudius bestowed on Agrippa I. 
(Anitexix, 5. 1,%x.7. 15 Bell.-ii/11. 5, i. 12..8) from iis 
region of Chalcis (Bell. ii. 12.8). But since Abila is first 
mentioned as belonging to the tetrarchy of this later Lysanias 
(Antt. xix. 5. 1), and since the kingdom of the elder Lysanias 
is nowhere designated a tetrarchy, although probably the 
territory of that younger one is so named, it must be assumed 
that Josephus, when he mentions "ABidav tv Avoaviov (Ant. 
xix. 5. 1), and speaks of a tetrarchy of Lysanias (Anitt. 
xx. 7. 1; comp. Bell. ii. 11. 5, i: 12. 18), still designates 
the region in question after that older Lysanias ; but that before 
790, when Caligula became emperor, a tetrarchy of a later 


1 Of whom, therefore, we have to think even in respect of the Greek inscrip- 
tion which Pococke (Morgenl. Il. § 177) found at Nebi Abel (the ancient Abila), 
and in which Lysanias is mentioned as tetrarch. Comp. Bockh, Jnscr. 
4521, 4523. 


CHAP, III. 1, 2. 5 


Lysanias existed to which Abila’ belonged, doubtless as his 
residence, whereas it is quite another question whether this 
latter Lysanias was a descendant or a relation of that elder 
one (see Krebs, Obss. p. 112). Thus the statement of Luke, 
by comparison with Josephus, instead of being shown to be 
erroneous, is confirmed.” —(6) When Annas was high priest, 
and Caiaphas. Comp. Acts iv. 6. The reigning high priest 
at that time was Joseph, named Caiaphas (see on Matt. 
xxvi. 3), who had been appointed by Valerius Gratus, the 
predecessor of Pontius Pilate, Joseph. Anti. xvill. 2,2. His 
father-in-law Annas held the office of high priest some years 
before, until Valerius Gratus became procurator, when the 
office was taken away from him by the new governor, and 
conferred first on Jsmael, then on Eleazar (a son of Annas), 
then on Simon, and after that on Caiaphas. See Josephus, L.c. 
This last continued in office from about 770 till 788 or 789. 
But Annas retained withal very weighty imfluence (John 
xviii. 12 ff), so that not only did he, as did every one who 
had been dpyvepeds, continue to be called by the name, but, 
moreover, he also partially discharged the functions of high 
priest. In this way we explain the certainly inaccurate expres- 
sion of Luke (in which Lange, Z. J. II. 1, p. 165, finds a touch 
of irony, an element surely quite foreign to the simply chrono- 
logical context), informing the reader who may not be acquainted 
with the actual state of the case, that Annas was primarily 
and properly high priest, and next to him Caiaphas also. But 
according to Acts iv. 6, Luke himself must have had this view, 
so that it must be conceded as a result that this expression is 
erroneous,—an error which, as it sprang from the predominat- 


1 It was situated in the region of the Lebanon, eighteen miles north from 
Damascus, and thirty-eight miles south from Heliopolis. Ptolem. v.18; Anton. 
Itiner.; Ritter, Hrdk. XV. p. 1060. To be distinguished from Abila in Decapolis, 
and other places of this name (Joseph. v. 1. 1; Bell. ii. 13. 2, iv. 7. 5). 

2 It is, however, altogether precarious with Lichtenstein, following Hofmann, 
to gather from the passage before us a proof that Luke did not write till after 
the destruction of Jerusalem, because, namely, after that crumbling to pieces 
of the Herodian territories, no further interest would be felt in discovering to 
whom Abilene belonged at the time of Tiberius. But why not? Not evena 
chronological interest ? 
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ing influence of Annas, was the more easily possible in pro- 
portion to the distance at which Luke stood from that time in 
which the high priests had changed so frequently; while 
Annas (whose son-in-law and five sons besides filled the office, 
Joseph. Anti. xx. 9. 1) was accustomed to keep his hand on 
the helm. To agree with the actual historical relation, Luke . 
would have been obliged to write: émi apyvepéws Kaiada kai 
"Avva. Arbitrary shifts have been resorted to, such as: that 
at that period the two might have exchanged annually in the 
administration of the office (Beza, Chemnitz, Selden, Calovius, 
Hug, Friedlieb, Archdol. d. Leidensgesch. p. 73 ff.); that Annas 
was vicar (3D, Lightfoot, p. 744 f) of the high priest (so 
Sealiger, Casaubon, Grotius, Lightfoot, Reland, Wolf, Kuinoel, 
and others, comp. de Wette), which, however, is shown to 
be erroneous by his name being placed first; that he is here 
represented as princeps Synedrit (sv, Lightfoot, p. 746). So 
Selden, Saubert, Hammond, and recently Wieseler, Chronol. 
Synopse, p. 186 ff., and in Herzog’s Lncykl. I. p. 354. But as 
apxlepevs nowhere of itself means president of the Sanhedrim, 
but in every case nothing else than chief priest, it can in this 
place especially be taken only in this signification, since cat 
Kaiaga stands alongside. If Luke had intended to say: 
“under the president Annas and the high priest Caiaphas,” 
he could not have comprehended these distinct offices, as they 
were at that time actually distinguished (which Selden has 
abundantly proved), under the one term dpytepéws. Even in 
xxii. 54, apysep. is to be understood of Annas. — éyéveto phjua 
Ocod x.7.r.]| Comp. Jer. i. 2; Isa, xxxviii. 4 ff. From this, 
as from the following cal #\Oev x.7.r., ver. 3, it is plainly 
manifest that Luke by his chronological statements at vv. 1, 2 
intends to fix the date of nothing else than the calling and 
jirst appearance of John, not the year of the death of Jesus 
(Sanclemente and many of the Fathers, who, following 
Luke iv. 19, comp. Isa. Ixi. 1 ff, erroneously ascribe to 
Jesus only one year of his official ministry), but also not of 
a second appearance of the Baptist and his imprisonment 
(Wieseler’), or of his beheading (Schegg), The mention of the 
1 See in opposition to Wieseler, Ebrard, p, 187 ; Lichtenstein, p. 137 ff. 


‘ 
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imprisonment, vv. 19, 20, is rather to be regarded only as a 
digression, as the continuance of the history proves (ver. 21). 
The first appearance of John, however, was important enough 
to have its chronology fixed, since it was regarded as the apy) 
Tov evayyedtov (Mark i. 1). It was the epoch of the commence- 
ment of the work of Jesus Himself (comp. Acts i. 22, x. 37, 
xiii. 24), and hence Luke, having arrived at this threshold 
of the Gospel history, ver. 22, when Jesus is baptized by 
John, makes at this point a preliminary pause, and closes 
the first section of the first division of his book with the 
genealogical register, ver. 23 ff, in order to relate next the 
Messianic ministry of Jesus, ch. iv. ff. 

Ver. 3. See on Matt. i. 1 f.; Mark 1. 4.—zepiywpov tod 
*Iopé.] Matthew and Mark have év 7H épjuw. There is no 
discrepancy ; for the apparent discrepancy vanishes with 7\@¢ 
in Luke, compared with the narrative of the baptism in 
Matthew and Mark. 

Vy. 4-6. See on Matt. in. 3. Luke continues the quota- 
tion of Isa. xl 3 down to the end of ver. 5, following the 
LXX. freely. The appeal to this prophetic oracle was one of 
the commonplaces of the evangelic tradition in respect of the 
history of John, and betokens therefore, even in Luke, no 
special source ; he only gives it—unless a Pauline purpose is 
to be attributed to his words (Holtzmann)—more fully than 
Matthew, Mark, and John (i. 23).—In @s yéypamras the 
same thing is implied that Matthew expresses by obtos ydp 
é€oTw 6 pnbels.— papayE] Ravine, Thue. ii. 67. 4; Dem. 
793. 6; Polyb. vii. 15. 8; Judith ii. 8. This and the follow- 
ing particulars were types of the moral obstacles which were 
to be removed by the repentance demanded by John for the 
restoration of the people well prepared for the reception of 
the Messiah (i. 17). There is much arbitrary trifling on the 
part of the Fathers and others in interpreting’ the particulars 
of this passage. — The futures are not imperative in force, but 
declare what will happen in consequence of the command, 

1 Well says Grotius: ‘‘Nimirum est anxia eorum zepepyix, qui in dictis 


ararnyopoumivas singulas partes minutatim excutiunt... cum satis sit in re tota 
comparationem intelligi.” 
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éroywaoate K.7.X. Kal dwerar x.7.r. ought to have guarded 
against the taking the expressions imperatively. — On the use 
of the Cyrenaic (Herod. iv. 199) word Bovvos, hill, in Greek, 
see Schweighaéuser, Lew. Herod. I. p. 125 f.; Sturz, Dial. Al. 
p. 154; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 356. — els edOetav] scil. odor. 
See Lobeck, Paralip. p. 363; Winer, p. 521 [E. T. 738 f.]. 
— ai tpaxetar] scil. od0¢, from what follows, the rough, uneven 
ways. — reias} smooth, Comp. Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1: Ta 
Tpaxéa Kal TA ela.— TO cwTHp. Tt. Oeod] See on ii. 30. It 
is an addition of the LXX. The salvation of God is the 
Messianic salvation which will appear in and with the advent 
of the Messiah before all eyes (6Weras maca cap). As to 
maca cape, all flesh, designating men according to their need of 
deliverance, and pointing to the wniversal destination of God’s 
salvation, see on Acts ii. 16. 

Vy. 7-9. See on Matt. iii. 7-10.— dyros] Kuinoel 
erroneously says: “ Pharisaei et Sadducaei.” See rather on 
Matt. iii. 7..— éxzop.] the present. The people are repre- 
sented as still on their way. — ody] since otherwise you cannot 
escape the wrath to come. —xal pu dpEnoGe x.7.d.] and begin 
not to think, do not allow yourselves to fancy ! do not dispose 
yourselves to the thought! “Omnem excusationis etiam conatum 
praecidit,” Bengel. Bornemann explains as though the words 
were Kat ga) maduy (he likens it to the German expression, 
“das alte Lied anfangen”); and Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 540, 
as if it meant cal pndé, ne quidem. Comp. also Bengel. 

Vv. 10, 11. Special instructions on duty as far as ver. 14 
peculiar to Luke, and taken from an unknown source. — odr] 
in pursuance of what was said vv. 7—9.— roimowpev] (see 
the critical remarks) is deliberative. On the question itself, 
comp. Acts ii, 37, xvi. 30.— petadoTtw] namely, a yrtév. — 
0 éywv Bpopata] not : “qui cibis abundat,’ Kuinoel, following 
older commentators. The demand of the stern preacher of 
repentance is greater; it is that of se/f-denying love, as it is 


1 The generalization proves nothing on behalf of Luke’s having been ignorant 
of our Matthew (Weiss). From such individual instances an easy argument is 
drawn, but with great uncertainty, especially as Luke knew and made use of a 
multitude of evangelistic sources of which we know nothing, 
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perfected from the mouth of Jesus in the Sermon on the 
Mount. 

Vv. 12, 13. Tedrdvar]. See on Matt. v. 46.— apa to 
Siatetayp. vuiv] over and above what is prescribed to you (to 
demand in payment). See Winer, p. 215 [E. T. 300 f.]. The 
unrighteousness and the exactions of those who farmed the 
taxes are well known. See Paulus, Lueget. Handb. I. p. 353 f. 
On mpdocew, to demand payment, to exact, see Blomfield, 
Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 482 ; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 17. 

Ver. 14. Stparevopevor] those who were engaged in military 
service, an idea less extensive than otpatidtau See the 
passages in Wetstein. Historically, it is not to be more 
precisely defined. See references in regard to Jewish military 
service in Grotius. According to Michaelis, there were 
- Thracians, Germans, and Galatians in the service of Herod in 
his war against Aretas; but this war was later, and certainly 
Jewish soldiers are meant. According to Ewald: soldiers 
who were chiefly engaged in police inspection, eg. in connec- 
tion with the customs. — kal nets] we also. They expect an 
injunction similar («a/) to that which the publicans received. 
— diacelewy] to do violence to, is used by later writers of 
exactions by threats and other kinds of annoyance (to lay 
under contribution), as concutere. Comp. 3 Mace. vil. 21; 
see Wetstein, and Schneider, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 9. 1. — cvxo- 
gavreiv, in its primitive meaning, although no longer occur- 
ring in this sense, is to be a fig-shower. According to the 
usual view (yet see in general, Ast, ad Plat. Rep. p. 362; 
Westermann, ad Plut. Sol. 24), it was applied to one who 
denounced for punishment those who transgressed the pro- 
hibition of the export of figs from Attica. According to the 
actual usage, it means to denounce falsely, to traduce, and, as 
in this place, to be guilty of chicane. It is often thus used 
also in the Greek writers. See Rettig in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1838, p. 775 ff.; Becker, Char. I. p. 289 ff. ILovnpov, 
Tovnpov 6 ouKxopaytns det Kal Bdoxavoy, Dem. 307. 23; 
Herbst, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 30, p. 79 f. 

Ver. 15. Statement of the circumstances which elicited the 
following confession; although not found in Matthew and 
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Mark, it has not been arbitrarily constructed by Luke (Weisse) 
in order to return again to the connection, ver. 9 (Hilgenfeld, 
Holtzmann), but was probably derived from the same source 
as ver. 10 ff, and at all events it is in keeping with the 
impression made by the appearance of John, and his preaching 
of baptism and repentance. Comp. John i. 25, where the 
more immediate occasion is narrated.-— mpoodokavtos| while 
the people were in expectation. The people were eagerly listen- 
ing—for what? This is shown in what follows, namely, for 
an explanation by John about himself. Comp. Acts xxvii. 
33.— pajrote] whether not perchance. Comp. on Gal. ii. 2. 
—-avros] ipse, not a third, whose forerunner then he would 
only be. 

Ver. 16. See on Matt. ii. 11; Mark i. 7 f.— dzexpiv.] 
“interrogare cupientibus,” Bengel. — épyerac] placed first for 
emphasis. — 0d... advtod] Comp. Mark i. 7, vii. 25 ; Winer, 
p. 134 [E. T. 183 f.].— adros] he and no other. 

Ver. 17. See on Matt. iii, 12. 

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xiv. 3 ff; Mark vi. 17 ff On 
pev ovv, quidem igitur, so that pév, “rem praesentem con- 
firmet,” and odv, “conclusionem ex rebus ita comparatis 
conficiat,’ see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 662 f.— Kai érepa] and 
other matters besides, different in kind from those already 
adduced. As to xaé with mwodda, see Blomfield, ad Aesch. 
Pers, 249 ; Kiithner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 243; and as to érepa, 
see on Gal. i. 7.— ednyyerifero +r. Aacv] he supplied the 
people with the glad announcement of the coming Messiah. 
On the construction, comp. Acts viii. 25, 40, xiv. 21, xvi. 10; 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 268.— 6 d€ “Hpodns «.7.X.] an historical 
digression in which several details are brought together in 
brief compass for the purpose of at once completing the 
delineation of John in its chief features. To that description 
also belonged the contrast between his work (ednyyerté. rT. 
Aaov) and his destiny. The brief intimation of vv. 19, 20 
was sufficient for this. —- éXeyyopevos «.7.r.] See Matt. xiv. 3 f. 
—kal mepi tavtwv x.t.d.] peculiar to Luke, but, as we 
gather from Mark vi. 20, essentially historical. The crovnpar, 
attracted with it, stands thus according to classical usage. 
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See Matthiae, § 473, quoted by Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 177, 
349. — émt maor| to all his wicked deeds. —— Kai xaré- 
kretce]| simplicity in the style is maintained at the expense of 
the syntax (Kiihner, § 720).—év 7H dvdrakh] in the prison, 
whither he had brought him. Comp. Acts xxvi. 10; Herodian, 
v. 8. 12, and elsewhere; Xen. Cyrop. vi. 4. 10. 

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. iii, 13-17; Mark i. 9-11. — 
éyéveto S€ x.T.r.] resumes the thread dropped at ver. 18 in 
order to add another epitomized narrative, namely, that of the 
baptism of Jesus. ——év t6 BamticOhvae x.7.r.| Whilst’ the 
assembled people (an hyperbolical expression) were being bap- 
tized, it came to pass when Jesus also (kai) was baptized and 
was praying, the heaven was opened, etc. The entire people 
was therefore present (in opposition to Kuinoel, Krabbe, and 
others). The characteristic detail, cal mpocevy., is peculiar to 
Luke. — c@patixd cides @oel Tepiot.| so that He appeared as 
a bodily dove. See, moreover, on Matthew. 

Ver. 23. Adtos] as Matt. iii. 4: He Himself, to whom this 
divine onueiov, ver. 22, pointed. — Hv wcel eTaY Tp.dKovTa 
apxomevos|] He was about thirty years of age (comp. ii. 42; 
Mark v. 42), when He made the beginning,’ viz. of His Mes- 
sianic office. This limitation of the meaning of dpyopevos 
results from ver. 22, in which Jesus is publicly and solemnly 
announced by God as the Messiah. So Origen, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Jansen, Er. Schmid, Spanheim, Calovius, Clericus, 
Wolf, Bengel, Griesbach (in Velthusen, Comment. I. p. 358), 
Kuinoel, Anger (Zempor. rat. p. 19), de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Bleek, and others. With the 
reception of his baptismal consecration, Jesus ‘entered on the 


1 Bleek is in error (following de Wette) when he translates: when... He 
was baptized. See ii. 27, viii. 40, ix. 36, xi. 37, xiv. 1, xix. 15, xxiv. 30; in 
general, Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 226 f. [E. T. 264]. 

2 So also Paulus, only that, after the example of Calvisius, he further attaches 
ay to aprouevos, in which case, however, it would be useless, and the subsequent 
genealogy would be without any connecting link. Wieseler, Chronol. Synops. 
p- 125, placing apytuzves before acei (so Lachmann in the margin and Tischen- 
dorf), explains: ‘‘and he was—namely, Jesus when He began—about thirty 
years of age.” Therefore in the most essential point his view is in agreement 
with ours, 
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commencement of His destined ministry. Comp. Mark i. 1; 
Acts i, 21 f, x. 37. The interpretation given by others: 
“ Incipiebat autem Jesus annorum esse fere triginta,” Castalio 
(so Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, and many more), could 
only be justified either by the original running: *#p£ato eivac 
@oel ETOV TPLAKOVTA, OY HV Wael ETOVS TpLAKOTTOD apYomevos. 
It is true that Grotius endeavours to fortify himself in this 
interpretation by including in the clause the following oy, so 
that adpyowat Ov étav Tpidxovta might mean: incipio jam 
esse tricenarius. But even if jv... @v be conjoined in Greek 
usage (see Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyr. ii. 3. 13, p. 207, 
Leipzig), how clumsy would be the expression 7v apyomevos 
ov, inciptebat esse! and, according to the arrangement of the 
words, quite intolerable. Even épyowevos has been conjec- 
tured (Casaubon).— ov] belongs to vids “Iwojd, and as 
evomiteto, as he was considered (@s edoKer Tots "Lovdaious* ws 
yap 7 adjOea eiyev, ovK Hv vids avtod, Euthymius Zigabenus), 
is a parenthesis. Paulus, who connects @v with apyou., 
explains: according to. custom (Jesus did not begin His 
ministry sooner). Comp. on Acts xvi. 13. It is true the 
connecting of the two participles dpyouevos dv would not in 
itself be ungrammatical (see Pflugk, ad Hee. 358); but this 
way of looking at the matter is altogether wrong, because, in 
respect of the appearance of the Messiah, there could be no 
question of a custom at all, and the fixing of the age of 
the Levites (Num. iv. 3, 47), which, moreover, was not a 
custom, but a Jaw, has nothing to do with the appearance of 
a prophet, and especially of the Messiah. Comp. further, on 
ws évoult, Dem. 1022. 16: of voutkouevor péev vieis, pr) 
dvtes O€ yéver €& avToy, and the passages in Wetstein. Others 
(quoted by Wolf, and Wolf himself, Rosenmiiller, Osiander) 
refer av to tod ‘HAL: existens (cum putaretur filius Josephi) 
Jilius, i.e. nepos Eli. So also Schleyer in the Theol. Quartalschr. 
1836, p. 540 ff. Even Wieseler (in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1845, 
p. 361 ff.) has condescended in like manner (comp. Lightfoot, 
p. 750) to the desperate expedient of exegetically making it out 
to be a genealogical tree of Mary thus: “ being a son, as ut was 
thought, of Joseph (but, in fact, of Mary), of Eli,” ete. Wieseler 
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supports his view by the fact that he reads, with Lachmann 
and Tischendorf, as évoutl. after vids (B L 8), and on weaker 
evidence reads before "Iwonh the tod which is now again 
deleted even by Tischendorf. But as, in respect of the received 
arrangement of os évou., it is only the dy vids “Iwond, and 
nothing more (in opposition to Bengel), that is marked out as 
coming under the os évouifero, so also is it in the arrangement 
of Lachmann (only that the latter actually brings into stronger 
prominence the supposed filial relationship to Joseph); and 
if tod is read before "Iwo7d, no change even in that case 
arises in the meaning.’ For it is not vids that would have to 
be supplied in every following clause, so that Jesus should 
be designated as the son of each of the persons named, even 
up to Tod Qeod inclusively (so Lightfoot, Bengel), but viod 
(after rod), as the nature of the genealogical table in itself 
presents it,” making tod Ocod also dogmatically indubitable ; 
since, according to Luke’s idea of the divine sonship of Jesus, 
it could not occur to him to represent this divine sonship as 
having been effected through Adam. No; if Luke had 
thought what Wieseler reads between the lines in ver. 23, 
that, namely, Eli was Mary’s father, he would have known 
how to express it, and would have written something lke 
this: dv, es pev evomifeto, vios "Iwand, dvTws (xxiii. 47, 
xxiv. 34) 6 Mapias tod ‘Hdi x.7.r. But he desires to give 
the genealogy of Jesus on the side of His foster-father Joseph : 
therefore he writes simply as we read, and as the fact that 
he wished to express required. As to the originally Lbionztic 
point of view of the genealogies in Matthew and Luke, see 
on Matt. i. 17, Remark 3. 


ReMARK.—AI] attempts to fix the year in which Jesus was 
born by means of the passage before us are balked by the aos/ 
of ver. 23. Yet the era of Dionysius bases its date, although 
incorrectly (754 after the foundation of Rome), on Luke iii. 


1 This indifferent rod came into the text with extreme facility, in accordance 
with the analogy of all the following clauses. 

2 Instances of a quite similar kind of stringing on the links of a genealogy one 
after the other by rod are found in Herod. iv. 157, vii. 204, viii. 131, and others 
in Wetstein. The Vulgate is right in simply reading, “ filius Joseph. qui fuit 
Heli, qui fuit Matthat,” ete. 
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1, 23. Hase, Z. J. § 26, follows it, setting aside, because of its 
mythical associations, the account of Matthew, that the first 
childhood of Jesus occurred as early as the time of the reign of 
Herod the Great. But these legendary ingredients do not justify 
our rejecting a date fixed by a simple reference to the history 
of the time, for it is rather to be regarded as the nucleus around 
which the legend gathered. As, however, Herod died in 750 
(Anger, Rat. tempor. p. 5 £.; Wieseler, Chronol. Synopse, p. 50 ff.), 
the era of Dionysius is at any rate at least about four years in 
error. If, further, it be necessary, according to this, to place 
the birth of Jesus before the death of Herod, which occurred in 
the beginning of April, then, even on the assumption that He 
was born as early as 750 (according to Wieseler, in February 
of that year), it follows that at the time when the Baptist, 
who was His senior only by a few months, appeared—accord- 
ing to iii. 1,in the year from the 19th August 781 to 782— 
He would be about thirty-one years of age, which perfectly 
agrees with the wo of ver. 23, and the round number spic- 
zovra; in Which case it must be assumed as certain (comp. 
Mark i. 9) that He was baptized very soon after the appear- 
ance of John, at which precise point His Messianic apy com- 
menced. If, however, as according to Matt. ii. 7,16 is extremely 
probable, the birth of Jesus must be placed as early as perhaps 
a year before the date given above,’ even the age that thus 
results of about thirty-two years is sufficiently covered by the 
indefinite statement of the passage before us; and the year 749 
as the year of Christ’s birth tallies well enough with the Baptist 
beginning to preach in the fifteenth year of the reign of 
Tiberius.” 


1 Not ‘ at least two years, probably even four or more years,” Keim, D. ges- 
chichtl. Christus, p. 140. 

? From the fact that, according to the evangelists, Jesus after His baptism 
began His public official ministry without the intervention of any private teach- 
ing, the opinion of the younger Bunsen (Zhe Hidden Wisdom of Christ, etc., 
London 1865, II. p. 461 ff.)—that the Lord, at the beginning of His official 
career, was forty-six years of age—loses all foundation : It rests upon the mis- 
understanding of John ii. 20 f., viii. 57, which had already occurred in the case 
of Irenaeus. See, on the other hand, Rosch in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 
1866, p. 4 ff. The assumption of the latter, that the year 2 before the era of 
Dionysius was the year of Christ’s birth, rests in accordance with ancient tradition, 
to be sure, yet on the very insecure foundation of the appearance of the star 
in the history of the Magi, and on distrust of the chronology of Herod and 
his sons as set forth by Josephus, for which Rosch has not adduced sufficient 
reasons, 


CHAP, III. 27-36. 15 


Ver. 27. Tod ZopoBdBer, tod SadraOiyjr] The objection 
that in this place Luke, although giving the line of David 
through Nathan, still introduces the same two celebrated 
names, and at about the same period as does Matt. 1. 12, is 
not arbitrarily to be got rid of. The zdentity of these persons 
has been denied (so, following older commentators, Paulus, 
Olshausen, Osiander, Wieseler, Bleek), or a levirate marriage 
has been suggested as getting quit of the difficulty (so, fol- 
lowing older commentators, Ebrard, who says that Matthew 
-mentions the legal, Luke the natural father of Salathiel), or it 
has been supposed (so Hofmann, Wetssag. uv. Ev fiill. IL. p. 57) 
that Salathiel adopted Zerubbabel. But the less reliance can 
be placed on such arbitrary devices in proportion as his- 
torical warranty as to details is wanting in both the divergent 
cenealogies, although they both profess to give a genealogy ot 
Joseph. The attempt to reconcile the two must be given up. It 
is otherwise in respect of the names Amos and Nahum, ver. 25, 
which cannot be identified with the well-known prophets, and 
in respect of the names Levi, Simeon, Juda, Joseph, vv. 29, 30, 
which cannot be identified with the sons of Jacob, as (in 
opposition to B. Bauer) is shown by the great difference of 
time. 

Ver. 36. Tod Kaivdy] In Gen. x. 24, xi. 12; 1 Chron. i. 24, 
Shalach (nev) is named as the son of Arphaxad. But the 
genealogy follows the LXX. in Gen. (as above) ; and certainly 
the name of Kenan also originally stood in Genesis, although 
the author of 1 Chronicles may not have read it in his copy 
of Genesis. See Bertheau on 1 Chron. p. 6. 


REMARK.—The genealogy in Luke, who, moreover, in accord- 
ance with his Pauline universalism carries on the genealogical 
line up to Adam, is appropriately inserted at this point, just 
where the Messianic consecration of Jesus and the commence- 
ment therewith made of His ministry are related. Hence, also, 
the genealogy is given in an ascending line, as Luke did not 
intend, like Matthew, to begin his Gospel just at the birth 
of Jesus, but went much further back and started with the 
conception and birth of the Baptist; so in Luke the proper 
and, in so far as the historical connection was concerned, the 
right place for the genealogy could not have been, as in Matthew, 
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at the beginning of the Gospel. Comp. Koéstlin, p. 306.—In its 
contents the genealogy is extremely different from that in 
Matthew, since from Joseph to David, Luke has far more 
and almost throughout different links in the genealogy; since 
Matthew gives the line of Solomon, while Luke gives that 
of Nathan (2 Sam. v. 14; 1 Chron. iii. 5), although he intro- 
duces into it from the former Sar«dija and ZopoBa3er. Seeking 
in several ways to get rid of this last-mentioned difficulty 
(see on ver. 27), many have assumed that Matthew gives the 
genealogy of Joseph, while Luke gives that of Mary. To reconcile 
this with the text, rod “HAs has been taken to mean: the son- 
in-law of Eli, as, following many older commentators (Luther, 
also Chemnitz, Calovius, Bengel), Paulus, Olshausen, Krabbe, 
Ebrard, Riggenbach, Bisping, and others will have it; but this, 
according to the analogy of the rest of the links in the chain, is 
quite impossible. The attempt has been made to connect with 
this the hypothesis of Epiphanius, Grotius, Michaelis, and others, 
that Mary was an hezress, whose husband must therefore have 
belonged to the same family, and must have had his name 
inscribed in their family register (Michaelis, Olshausen) ; but 
this hypothesis itself, while it is equally objectionable in being 
arbitrary, and in going too far in its application, leaves the 
question altogether unsolved whether the law of the heiress 
was still in force at that time (see on Matt. i. 17, Rem. 2), even 
apart from the fact that Mary’s Davidic descent is wholly with- 
out proof, and extremely doubtful. See oni. 36,i11.4. Another 
evasion, with a view to the appropriation of the genealogy to 
Mary, as well as that of Wieseler, is already refuted’ at ver. 23. 
See also Bleek, Beitr. p. 101 f—Hence the conclusion must 
be maintained, that Luke also gives the genealogy of Joseph. 
But if this be so, how are we to reconcile the genealogy with 
that given in Matthew? It has been supposed that Joseph 
was adopted (Augustine, de consens. evangel. ii. 3; Wetstein, 
Schegg), or more usually, that he sprang from a levirate 
marriage (Julius Africanus in Eusebius, H. £. i. 7), so that 
Matthew adduces his natural father Jacob, while Luke adduces 
his legal father Eli (Julius Africanus, Theophylact, Euthymius 


1 That Eli was the father of Mary is also inferred by Delitzsch on Hebr. p. 
290, who suggests that after the premature death of his father Jacob, Joseph 
was adopted, namely, by this Eli as his foster son, and brought up along with 
Mary ; that thus, therefore, Eli was Joseph's foster father, but Mary’s actual 
father. What groundless devices! And yet the passage itself is ‘‘as simple as 
possible until we want to force it to say what it does not say,” Hofmann, Schri/t- 
bew. II. 1, p. 112. 
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Zigabenus, Augustine), or vice versdé (Ambrosius, Grotius, Wet- 
stein, Schleiermacher). But what a complication this hypothesis, 
in itself quite arbitrary, involves! In this way Eli and Jacob 
must be taken to be mere half-brothers, because they have 
different fathers and forefathers! So in respect of Salathiel’s 
mother, we must once more call in the help of a levirate 
marriage, and represent Neri and Jechonia as in like manner 
half-brothers! In addition to this, the obligation to the levirate 
marriage for the half-brother is not authenticated, and the im- 
porting of the natural father into the legal genealogy was illegal ; 
finally, we may make the general remark, that neither Matthew 
nor Luke adds any observation at all in citing the name of 
Joseph’s father, to call attention to any other than the ordinary 
physical paternal relationship. No; the reconciliation of the 
two genealogical registers, although they both refer to Joseph, is 
impossible ; but it is very natural and intelligible that, as is usual 
in the case of great men, whose descent in its individual steps 
is obscure, no anxiety was felt to investigate his ancestry until 
long after the death of Jesus—until the living presence of his 
great manifestation and ministry no longer threw into the 
shade this matter of subordinate interest. The genealogical 
industry of the Jewish Christians had collected from tradi- 
tion and from written documents several registers, which, ap- 
pearing independently of one another, must have given very 
different results, as far back as David, in consequence of the 
obscurity of Joseph’s genealogy. The first evangelist adopted 
a genealogy in accordance with the David-Solomon line; but 
Luke adopted a totally different one, following the David- 
Nathan line But that Luke, as a matter of fact, rejected 
the genealogy of Matthew, is according to i. 3 to be regarded 
as a result of his later inquiries, as in general the great and 
irreconcilable divergence of his preliminary history from that 
of Matthew suggests the same conclusion. Only the motives 
of his decision are so completely unknown to us, that to con- 
cede to his genealogy the preference (v. Ammon, L. J. I. p. 
179) remains unsafe, although the derivation of the Davidic 
descent of Jesus from the Nathan (therefore not the royal) 
line presupposes an investigation, in consequence of which the 
derivation of that descent through Solomon, which doubtless 
had first presented itself, was abandoned in the interest of 
rectification (according to Koéstlin, indeed, in the Lbionitic 

1 This variation in the Davidie descent of the Messiah occurs also in the later 


Jewish theology. See Delitzsch in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1860, 3, p. 
460 f. 
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interest, in opposition to the royal line stained with crime, and 
in opposition to worldly royalty in general).—As the genealogy 
in Matthew is arranged in accordance with a_ significant 
numerical relation (three times fourteen), a similar relation is 
also recognisable in the genealogy by Luke (eleven times seven), 


even although no express reference is made to it. See already 
Basil. M. III. p. 399 C, 


CHAP. IV. 19 


CELA PUL E.R AL Vi 


Ver. 1. <ig riv Zpnuov] B D Ls, Sahid. codd. of It. have 2 rj 
zenuw. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
The Recepta is a mechanical alteration in accordance with the 
parallels. — Ver. 2. Before éeivace Elz. Scholz have torepov, in 
opposition to B D LX, vss. Cyr. Beda. From Matt. iv. 2.— 
Ver. 3. Following nearly the same evidence, read with Lachm. 
and Tisch. «irev 6é instead of xal ciwev.— Ver. 4. aAd’? éeai 
wavri phates Ocod] is wanting in B LX, Sahid. Left out by 
Tisch. But almost all the versions and Fathers vouch for these 
words ; if they had been added, they would, especially in an 
expression so well known and frequently quoted, have been 
more closely and perfectly adapted to Matthew. — Ver. 5. 
6 d:éGor0g] is wanting in B D Ly, min. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cant. 
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition from 
Matthew. There is almost quite as strong evidence against sig 
épos inxp., which nevertheless is found in D, but with the addition 
of A‘av. Lachm. has bracketed «is épog ix). Tisch. has rightly 
deleted it. The expression dvay. by itself seemed to be in need 
of the more exact detinition, and so it was added from Matthew. 
— Ver. 7. Instead of zé&ou, Elz. has révru, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. From Matt. iv. 9.— Ver. 8. Instead of 
yiyparro by itself, Elz. has: trays érisw mou curavi* yéypurras 
yép. So also has Scholz, but without yép; Lachm. has t=. ac. 
w. 6. in brackets, and has deleted ydép. Against Ux. éx. uw. 6. are 
BDL#&xs, min. and most of the vss. Or. Vigil. Ambr. Bede ; 
against ydép there is decisive evidence. Both the one and the 
other, deleted by Tisch., are interpolations; see on Matt. iv. 10. 
— Ver. 9. Instead of viég Elz. has 6 vids, in opposition to 
evidence so decisive that vidg without the article is not to be 
derived from ver. 3.— Ver. 11. Instead of xa/ Elz. and the 
Edd. have xa/ ér. As this ér has by no means the preponder- 
ance of evidence against it, and as its omission here may be so 
easily accounted for by its omission in the parallel passage in 
Matthew, it ought not to have been condemned by Griesb, — 
Ver. 17. dvarrizas] A BL & 33, Syr. Copt. Jer. have dvi€us. 
So Lachm. ; but it is an interpretation of the word darr., which 
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occurs in the New Testament only in this place. — Ver. 18. The 
form ivexev (Elz. évexev) is decisively attested. Not so decisively, 
but still with preponderating evidence, is elbayyertcacdas (Elz. 
evayyerilecdas) also attested.— After adrtorarné we Elz. and 
Scholz (Lachm. in brackets) have idcacdas rods ouvrerpiumévoug rh 
zapoiay, Which is not found in BD L&R, min. Copt. Aeth. 
Vulg. ms. It. Sax. Or. and many Fathers. An addition from 
the LXX.— Ver. 23. Instead of sig Kaz. (Tisch. following B 
[and 8]: eis rqv Kaz.) Elz. Scholz have é +7 Kaz., in opposition 
to B D Lx, min. Marcion, the reading in these authorities 
being «/s An amendment. Comp. the following & 7% carp. 6. — 
Ver. 25. ai eq] B D, min. vss. have merely ér7. So Lachm. 
But how easily EMI would drop out as superfluous, and that 
too when standing before ETH, a word not unlike EMI in 
form !— Ver. 26. S:davs] A B C DL XI 8, min. vss., in- 
cluding Vulg. It. Or. have X:dwies. Approved by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From the LXX. 1 Kings 
xvii. 9.— Ver. 29. Before égpios Elz. and Lachm. (the latter 
by mistake) have rjs, in opposition to decisive evidence. 
— Instead of wore Elz. and Scholz have fs ré, in opposition to 
BD Lx, min. Marcion, Or. An interpretation. — Ver. 35. 2] 
BDLV#2z8&, min. Vulg. It. Or. have aa’. Approved by 
Griesb. and Schulz. Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; 
Luke always expresses himself thus. See immediately after- 
wards the expression ¢£72.6ev az’ aired, which is in correspond- 
ence with Christ’s command. — Ver. 38. 2x] B.C DL Qs, min. 
Or. Cant. have a&zé. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. 
Rightly ; éx is from Mark i. 29.— The article before vevdepa (in 
Elz.) has decisive evidence against it.— Ver. 40. éae/¢] Lachm. 
and Tisch. have éairdeic, following B D Q &, min. Vulg. It. Or. 
éxideig was the form most familiar to the transcribers. — Ver. 41. 
xpatora] Lachm. Tisch. have xpavyéZor«, following A D EG 
HQUVra,min. Or. Rightly ; the more current word was 
inserted. After od <7 Elz. Scholz have 6 Xpiorés, which has such 
weighty evidence against it that it must be regarded as a gloss. 
— Ver. 42. Instead of éreZjrouw Elz. has ¢Zjrov, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. — Ver. 43. sig rodro dxéoraawou] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have éz/ retro dreordéanv. Rightly; éx/ is in B.L®, min., 
and a&mordéayvin BD LX x8, min. Both the ig and the perfect 
form are taken from Mark 1. 38, Elz. 


Vv. 1-13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11. Comp. Mark i. 13.— 
According to the reading év 7 €pyue (see the critical remarks), 
Luke says: and He was led by the (Holy) Spirit in the wilder- 


CHAP. IV. 1-1% Te 


ness, whilst He was for forty days tempted of the devil. Thus 
the Spirit had Him in His guidance as His ruling principle 
(Rom. viii. 14). Luke relates besides, varying from Matthew, 
that Jesus (1) during forty days (comp. Mark i. 13) was 
tempted of the devil (how? is not specified), and that then, 
(2) moreover, the three special temptations related in detail 
occurred.’ This variation from Matthew remained also in the 
Recepta ets thv épnpov, in respect of which the translation 
would be: He was led of the Spirit into the wilderness in order 
to be tempted of the devil during the space of forty days (by 
reason of the present participle, see on il. 45).— Ver. 3. 
T® 9m TovTw] more concrete than Matt. iv. 4.— Ver. 5. 
avayayorv| (see the critical remarks) he led Him upwards from 
the wilderness to a more loftily situated place. The “ very 
high mountain” (Matthew) is a more exact definition due to 
the further developed tradition. Luke has drawn from another 
source. — €v otvyph xp.| in a point of time, in a moment, a 
magically simultaneous glimpse; a peculiar feature of the 
representation.” On the expression, comp. Plut. Mor. p. 104 A; 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 126.— Ver. 6. adtav] tov Bact- 
Aevav. — Observe the emphasis of col... éuot... ov (ver. 7). 
. — tapadédotar] by God, which the boastful devil cunningly 
intends to have taken for granted. — Ver. 10 f. 67v] not recita- 
tive, but: that, and then xat 6te: and that. Comp. vii. 16. 
Otherwise in Matt. iv. 6.— pyote] ne unquam, not neces- 

According to Hilgenfeld, ILuke’s dependence on Matthew and Mark is said 
to be manifested with special clearness from his narrative of the temptation. 
But just in regard to this narrative he must have followed a distinct source, 
because otherwise his variation in the sequence of the temptations (see on Matt. 
iv. 5, Rem.), and the omission of the angels’ ministry, would be incomprehensible 
(which Hilgenfeld therefore declares to be a pure invention), as, moreover, the 
aps xaspov (ver. 13) peculiar to Luke points to another source. 

* The various attempts to make this tv eriyen ypovov intelligible may be seen 
in Nebe, d. Versuch. d. Herrn, Wetzlar 1857, p. 109 ff. The author himself, 
regarding the temptation as an actual external history, avails himself of the 
analogy of the fatwm morganum, but says that before the eye of the Lord the 
magical picture immediately dissolved. But according to the connection iv 
ory. xp. does not mean that the appearance lasted only a single moment, but 
that the whole of the kingdoms were brought within the view of Jesus, not as it 


were successively, but in one moment, notwithstanding their varied local situation 
upon the whole earth. Bengel says appropriately, ‘‘ acuta tentatio.” 
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sarily to be written separately (Bornemann); see rather 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 107; Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. 
p. 129 f.— Ver. 13. wavta reipacpu.| every temptation, so 
that he had no further temptation in readiness. “Omnia 
tela consumsit,’ Bengel. — ayps xatpod] watil a fitting season, 
when he would appear anew against Him to tempt Him. It 
is to be taken subjectively of the purpose and idea of the devil ; 
he thought at some later time, at some more fortunate hour, 
to be able with better success to approach Him. Historically 
he did not undertake this again directly, but indirectly, as it 
repeatedly occurred by means of the Pharisees, etc. (John 
vii. 40 ff.), and at last by means of Judas, xxii. 31; but with 
what glorious result for the tempted! Comp. John xiv. 30. 
The difference of meaning which Tittmann, Synon. p. 37, has 
asserted (according to which a@ypst xapod is said to be equi- 
valent to €#s TéXovs) is pure invention. See Fritzsche, ad 
ftom. I. p. 308 f. Whether, moreover, the characteristic addi- 
tion a@ypu Kaipod is a remnant of the primitive form of this 
narrative (Ewald) or is appended from Jater' reflection, is an 
open question. But it is hardly an addition inserted by Luke 
himself (Bleek, Holtzmann, and others), since it is connected 
with the omission of the ministry of the angels. This 
omission is not to be attributed to a realistic effort on 
the part of Luke (Holtzmann, but see xxii. 43), but must 
have been a feature of the sowree used by him, and hence the 
aypt karpov must also have already formed part of it. 

Ver. 14. Comp. on Matt. iv. 12; Mark i. 14. The public 
Galilaean ministry of Jesus. begins, ver. 14 forming the 
introduction, after which, in ver. 15 ff., the detailed narrative 
follows. Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Luk. p. 50, arbitrarily, and 
contrary to the analogy of the parallels, says: that ver. 15 f. 


1 According to Wieseler, Synopse, p. 201, the persecutions on the part of the 
Jews are meant, which had begun, John v. 15-18 ff. ; there would therefore be 
a longer interval between vv. 13, 14. But a comparison of ver. 14 with ver. 1 
shows that this interval is introduced in the harmonistic interest ; moreover, 
Hofmann’s reference to the agony in Gethsemane (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 317) is 
introduced, since not this, but probably the whole opposition of the hierarchy 
(John viii. 44), and finally the crime of Judas (John xiii. 2, 27), appears as the 
work of the devil. 


CHAP. IV. 15, 16. 23 


was the conclusion of a document which embraced the 
baptism, the genealogy, and the temptation. — ¢v 7. duvdp. 
tod mv.| invested with the power of the Holy Spirit: “ post 
victoriam corroboratus,” Bengel.— «ai gyn «.7.r.] and 
rumour went forth, etc., not anticipating what follows in 
ver. 15 (de Wette) ; but it is the rumour of the return of the 
man who had been so distinguished at his baptism, and had 
then for upwards of forty days been concealed from view, 
that is meant. — «af 6drns «.7.r.| round about the whole 
neighbourhood, Acts vu. 31, 42. 

Ver. 15. Adros] He Himself, the person as opposed to their 
report. 

Ver. 16. As to the relation of the following incident to 
the similar cone in Matt. xii 53 ff, Mark vi. 1 ff, see on 
Matthew. No argument can be drawn from ver. 23 against 
the view that the incidents are different, for therein a ministry 
at Capernaum would already be presupposed (Schleiermacher, 
Kern, de Wette, Weiss, Bleek, Holtzmann, and others), as a 
previous ministry in that same place in the course of a 
journey (not while residing there) is fully established by 
vv. 14,15. According to Ewald (comp. also his Gesch. Chr. 
p- 345), who, moreover, rightly distinguishes the present from 
the subsequent appearance at Nazareth, there are incorporated 
together in Luke two distinct narratives about the discourses 
of Jesus in Nazareth. But with reference to the mention of 
Capernaum at ver. 23, see above; the connection, however, 
between vv. 22 and 23 is sufticiently effected by ody obtés 
€or 0 vids "Iwanp. In ver. 31 ff. it is not the first appear- 
ance of Jesus at Capernaum in general that is related, but the 
first portion of His ministry after taking up His residence 
there (ver. 31), and a special fact which occurred during that 
ministry is brought into prominence (ver. 33 ff.). According 
to Kostlin, p. 205, Luke met with the narrative at a later 
place in the Gospel history, but placed it here earlier, and 
allowed the yevou. eis Kadapv. inappropriately to remain 
because it might at a pinch be referred to ver. 15. Assuredly 
he did not proceed so frivolously and awkwardly, although 
Holtzmann also (comp. Weizsiicker, p. 398), following Schleier- 
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macher, etc., accuses him of such an anticipation and self- 
contradiction, and, moreover, following Baur and Hilgenfeld, 
makes this anticipation find its motive withal in the supposed 
typical tendency of ver. 24. — ob mv teOpapyp.] an observation 
inserted to account for the circumstances mentioned in 
vv. 22, 23. Kata To eiw@. adte] refers to His visiting the 
synagogue on the Sabbath, not also to the avéorn. The 
Sabbath visit to the synagogue was certainly His custom from 
His youth up. Comp. Bengel and Lange, Z. J. II. 2, p. 545. 
—avéotn avayvavat] for the Scripture was read standing 
(Vitringa, Synag. p. 135 f.; Lightfoot, p. 760 f.; Wetstein in 
loc.); so when Jesus stood up it was a sign that He wished to 
read. It is true, a superintendent of the synagogue was 
accustomed to summon to the reading the person whom he 
regarded as being fitted for it; but in the case of Jesus, His 
offermg Himself is as much in keeping with His peculiar 
pre-eminence, as is the immediate acquiescence in His appli- 
cation. 

Ver. 17. "Emed00n] it was given up to Him—that is to say, 
by the officer of the synagogue, Lightfoot, p. 763. — ‘Heaiov] 
the reading of the Parascha (section out of the law), which 
preceded that of the Haphthara (prophetic section), appears to 
have been already concluded, and perhaps there was actually 
in the course a Haphthara from Isaiah." But in accordance 
with His special character (as xvpsos tov caBParov, Matt. 
xii. 8), Jesus takes the section which He lights upon as soon 
as it is unrolled (avamrr., comp. Herod. i. 48,125), and this 
was a very characteristic Messianic passage, describing by 
very definite marks the Messiah’s person and work. By 
avartbéas TO ByBr. and edpe the lighting exactly on this 
passage is represented as /fortwitous, but just on that account 
as being divinely ordered (according to Theophylact: not cata 
cuvtuxlav, but avtod Oedjoavtos). 

Vv. 18, 19. Isa. Ixi. 1, 2, following the LXX. freely. The 
historical meaning is: that He, the prophet, is inspired and or- 
dained by God to announce to the deeply unfortunate people in 


1 The arrangement of the present Haphtharas was not yet settled at the time 
of Jesus, See Zunz, Gotiesd. Vorirdge d. Juden, p. 6. 


CHAP. IV. 18, 19, a3 


their banishment their liberation from captivity, and the blessed 
future of the restored and glorified theocracy that shall follow 
thereupon. The Messianic fulfilment of this announcement, 1.e. 
the realization of their theocratic idea, came to pass in Christ 
and His ministry.'—od efvexev] in the original text 3": because, 
and to this corresponds od efvexev: propterea quod, because, as 
ovvexev is very frequently thus used by the classical writers. 
The expression of the LXX., which Luke preserves, is there- 
fore not erroneous (de Wette and others), nor do the words od 
eivexev introduce the protasis of a sentence whose apodosis is 
left out (Hofmann, Weissag. u. Erf. Il. p. 96). The form 
~elvexev (2 Cor. vii. 12) is, moreover, classical; it occurs in 
Pindar, Jsthm. viii. 69, frequently in Herodotus (see Schweig- 
hatiser, Lew. sub. verb.), Dem. 45.11. See generally, Kriiger, 
II. § 68. 19. 1 f.— &ypuce] a concrete description, borrowed 
from the anointing of the prophets (1 Kings xix. 16) and 
priests (Ex. xxviii. 41, xxx. 30), of the consecration, which in 
this instance is to be conceived of as taking place by means of 
the spiritual investiture.” —mtwxois| the poor 0%2Y. See on 
Matt. v. 5. They—in the original Hebrew the unhappy 
exiles—are more precisely designated by aiyyador., as well as 
by the epithets, which are to be taken in their historical sense 
typically, rupdois and teOpavapévous (crushed to pieces), whereby 
the misery of the wrtwyo/ is represented as a blinding and a 
bruising. According to the typical reference to the Messiah, 
these predicates refer to the misery of the spiritual bondage, the 
cessation of which the Messiah was to announce and (azroc- 
teidat) to accomplish. Moreover, the LXX. varies consider- 
ably from the original Hebrew (doubtless the result of a 
various reading which mixed with this passage the parallel in 
Isa. xlii. 7), and Luke again does not agree with the LXX., 
especially in amroatetAas TeOpavop. ev adéces, which words are 
from Isa. lviii. 6, whence Luke (not Jesus, who indeed read 
from the roll of the book) or his informant relating from 





1 Comp. Schleiermacher, LZ. J. p. 270f. 

? Observe the difference of tense, txpice . . . axioraraxs: He anointed me, He 
hath sent me (and I am here !) ; also the lively asyndeton in the two verbs (avrier, 
without xa/), as well as also in the three infinitives. 
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memory having taken them erroneously, but by an association 
of ideas easily explained mixed them up in this place. — 
éviavtov Kupiov dextov] an acceptable year of the Lord, ie. a 
welcome, blessed year belonging to Jehovah, whereby is to be 
understood in the typical reference of the passage the Mes- 
siamie period of blessing, while in the historical sense the 
blessed future of the theocracy after the exile is denoted by the 
words nim srw, ic. a year of satisfaction for Jehovah, 
which will be for Jehovah the time to show His satisfaction to 
His people (comp. ii. 14). The passage before us is strangely 
abused by the Valentinians, Clemens, Hom. xvii. 19, Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Origen, and many more, to limit the ministry 
of Jesus to the space of one year, which even the connection 
of the original text, in which a day of vengeance against the 
enemies of God’s people follows, ought to have prevented. 
Even Wieseler, p. 272, makes an extraordinary chronological 
use of évautos and of onpepov, ver. 21, in support of his 
assumption of a parallel with John vi. 1 ff. in regard to time, 
according to which the sojourn of Jesus in Nazareth is said to 
have fallen on the Sabbath after Purim 782. The year is an 
allusion to the year of jubilee (Lev. xxv. 9), as an inferior 
prefigurative type of the Messianic redemption. The thve 
infinitives are parallel and dependent on a7réotadxé pe, whose 
purpose they specify. — év adéces] a well-known constructio 
pregnans :. so that they are now in the condition of deliverance 
(Polybius, i 79. 12, xxii. 9. 17), comp. ii. 39. 

Vv. 20, 21. T@ tanpéry] 109, to the officer of the synagogue, 
who had to take the book-roll back to its place, after it had 
been folded up by Jesus (wrvEas corresponding to the ava- 
atvéas of ver. 17).— éxdOice] in order now to teach upon the 
passage which had been read,—this was done sitting (Zunz, 


' Keim also, D. geschichtl. Chr. p. 140 ff., has very recently arrived at this 
conclusion in view of Origen’s statement, de princip. iv. 5: ‘‘a year and a few 
months,” and that too on the ground of the calculation of the Baptist’s death, 
according to the account of Josephus, Antt. xviii. 5, concerning the war of 
Antipas against Aretas. The testing of this combination does not belong to 
this place. But the Gospel of John stands decidedly opposed to the one-year 
duration of Christ’s official teaching. See, besides, the discussions on the subject 
in Weizsicker, p. 306 ff. 


CHAP. IV. 22-24, OT 


Gottesd. Vortrige d. Juden, p. 337).—pEato] He began. 
Bengel appropriately says: “ Sollenne initium.” — év tots @ow 
tpav] in your ears is this Scripture (this which is written, 
see on Mark xu. 10) fulfilled—to wit, by the fact that the 
voice of Him of whom the prophet prophesied has entered 
into yourears. A concrete individualizing mode of expression. 
Comp. i. 44, ix. 44; Acts xi. 22; Jas. v. 4; Ecclus. xxv. 9; 
1 Mace. x. 7; Bar. i. 3 f.; LXX. Isa. v. 9. How decisively 
the passage before us testifies in favour of the fact that from 
the beginning of His ministry Jesus already had the clear and 
certain consciousness that He was the Messiah! Moreover, that 
nothing but the theme of the discourse delivered by Jesus is here 
given is manifest from the passage itself, as well as from ver. 22; 
but He has placed it remarkably close to the beginning of His 
discourse, and so led the hearer all at once in mediam rem 
(comp. Zunz, as above, p. 353). Grotius well says: “ Hoc 
exordio usus Jesus explicavit prophetae locum et explicando 
implevit.” 

Ver, 22. “Epaptip. atta] testified in His behalf, praising 
Him. See Kypke, Loesner, and Krebs. Frequently in the 
Acts, Rom. x. 2, Gal. iv. 15, and elsewhere. — él trois Aoyous 
THS xapTos] at the sayings of graciousness (genitivus qualitatis), 
comp. on Col. iv. 6; Hom. Od. viii. 175: ydpis appurrepiotége- 
Tat eméeoow ; Ecclus. xxi. 16, xxxvii. 21.— xal éXeyor] not: 
at nonnulli dicebant, Kuinoel, Paulus, and older commentators ; 
but their amazement, which ought to have been expressed simply 
at the matter of fact, showed itself, after the fashion of the 
Abderites, from the background of a limited regard for the 
person with whom they knew that these Adyous +. yaputos did 
not correspond. — 6 vids Iwan] If Luke had intended to an- 
ticipate the later history of Matt. xiii. and Mark vi., for what 
purpose would he have omitted the brothers and sisters ? 

Vv. 23, 24. Whether what follows, as far as ver. 27, is 
taken from the Logia (Ewald), or from some other written 
source (Kostlin), or from oral tradition (Holtzmann), cannot 
be determined. But the Logia offers itself most obviously as 
the source. — ravtws] certainly; a certainty that this would 

‘Comp. Beyschlag. Christ. d. N. 7. p. 36t. 
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be the case. See on 1 Cor. ix. 10. — datpé «.7.X.] a figurative 
proverb (7rapaBonn, 20D) that occurs also among the Greeks, 
the Romans, and the Rabbins. See Wetstein and Lightfoot. 
The meaning here is: Jf thow desirest to be a helper of others 
(vv. 18,19, 21), first help thyself from the malady under which 
thow art suffering, from the want of consideration and esteem 
which attaches to thee ; which healing of Himself, as they think, 
must be effected by means of miracle as a sign of divine 
attestation. See what follows. Others understand it: Help 
thine own fellow-townsmen (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Calvin, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, and others, also Paulus, 
de Wette, Schege, Bisping). This is opposed to the meaning 
of the words, as ceavtov and fatpé can only be one person. 
Moreover, the parabolic word concerning the physician is 
retained only in Luke, whom it might specially interest. — 
eis Kadapvaovp] (the name is to be written thus in Luke also, 
with Lachmann and Tischendorf) indicates the direction of 
yevoweva, Which took place at Capernaum (Bernhardy, p. 220), 
comp. on xxviii. 6. The petty jealousy felt by the small 
towns against Capernaum is manifest here. — ade év 7H TaTp. 
cov] here in thy birth-place. After the adverb of place comes 
the place itself, by way of a more vivid designation. Borne- 
mann, Schol. p. 34; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 22.— Ver. 24. 
But the hindrance to the fulfilment of that wapaPod}, and 
also to the working here as at Capernaum, is found in the fact 
that no prophet, ete. According to this, it is unfounded for 
Baur, Hvang. p. 506, to assume that the writer here under- 
stood watpis in a wider reference,’ so that Paul’s experience 
in the Acts of the Apostles—of being compelled, when rejected 
by the Jews, to turn to the Gentiles—had already had its 
precedent here in the history of Jesus Himself. That the 
whole section—to wit, from cal yun, ver. 14, to ver. 30—is 
an interpolation from the hand of the redactor, is asserted by 


1Comp. Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 168, ‘‘the Jewish home of Christianity ;” 
Holtzmann also, p. 214. Whether in general Luke looked on the rejection of 
Christ in Nazareth as a ‘significant prelude for the rejection of Christ by His 
whole people” (Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 697), cannot be decided at 
all, as he gives no hint on the subject. 
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Baur, Markusevang. p. 218.— ete dé] after ver. 23 let a 
significant pause be supposed, 

Vv. 25, 26. In order, however, to quote to you /istorical 
examples, in which the miraculous power of the prophets was 
put forth, not for countrymen, but for strangers, nay, for 
Gentiles, I assure you, etc. Jesus knew that here this stern- 
ness and open decisiveness on His part were not at all out of 
place, and that He need not hope to win His hearers; this 
is only confirmed by the later similar incident in Matt. xiii. 
54 ff. — emi érn tpia x. pivas €&] so also Jas. v.17. But 
according to 1 Kings xvii. 1, xvii. 1, the rain returned i 
the third year. Jesus, as also James (see Huther i Joc.), 
follows, according to Luke, the Jewish tradition (Jalkut 
Schimoni on 1 Kings xvi. in Surenhusius, katadx. p. 681), in 
which in general the number 34 (= 4 of 7) in the measure- 
ment of time (especially a time of misfortune, according to 
Dan. xii. 7) had become time-honoured (Lightfoot, p. 756, 
950; Otto, Spicileg. p. 142). It was arbitrary and unsatis- 
factory to reckon (before 1 Kings xvii. 1), in addition to 
the three years, the naturally rainless six months preced- 
ing the rainy season (Benson on Jas. v. 17; Wetstein, 
Wiesinger, and others; comp. also Lange, II. p. 547 f.), 
or to date the third year (Beza, Olshausen, Schegg) from 
the flight of Elas to Sarepta (1 Kings xvii. 9). — macav 
tT. ynv| not the whole region (Beza), but the whole earth ; 
popularly hyperbolical—On Sarepta, situated between Tyre 
and Sidon, and belonging to the territory of the latter, now 
the village of Surafend, see Robinson, Palestine, III. p. 690 ff. 
— Xdavos] the name of the ¢own of Sidon, as that in whose 
territory Sarepta lay. — péyas] in xv. 14 Amos is feminine, 
as it passed over from the Doric into the xowy (Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 188). But in this place the reading peydadn, 
approved by Valckenaer, is so weakly attested that it cannot 
be thought of. — e¢ yj] not sed (Beza, Kuinoel), but nisi ; see 
on Matt. xii. 4 

Ver. 27. See 2 Kings v. 14. — éai] at the time, iii. 2. 

Ver. 29. "Ews ddpvos tod dpovs| up to the lofty brink 
(supercilium) of the hill. See Vuncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost, 
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p- 877, and Wetstein. This situation of Nazareth wpon a 
hill (éf’ 06), i.e. hard by a hill, is still entirely in accordance 
with its present position,—“ the houses stand on the lower part 
of the slope of the western hill, which rises steep and high 
above them,” Robinson, Pal. III. p. 419. Especially near 
the present Maronite church the mountain wall descends 
right down from forty to fifty feet,’ Robinson, lc. p. 423; 
Ritter, Hrdk. XVI. p. 744.— dere] of what, as they figured 
to themselves the result was to be. See on Matt. xxiv. 24, 
xxv. 1; comp. Luke ix. 52, xx. 20. — cataxpnuv.] 2 Chron. 
xxv. 12; Dem. 446. 11; Josephus, Antt. ix. 9. 1. 

Ver. 30. Autos 6€] But He, on His part, while they thus 
dealt with Him. — 6ca pécov] emphatically: passed through 
the midst of them. According to Paulus, it was sufficient for 
this, “that a man of the look and mien of Jesus should turn 
round with determination in the face of such a mobile vulgus.” 
Comp. Lange, Z. J. II. p. 548: “an effect of His personal 
majesty ;” and III. p. 376: “a mysterious something in His 
nature.” Comp. Bleek. According to Schenkel, the whole 
attempt on the person of Jesus is only a later tradition. On 
the other hand, the old commentators have: g¢povpotvpevos 7H 
Hvawéevy avt® Geornts, Euthymius Zigabenus; comp. Am- 
brosius, in addition to which it has been further supposed that 
He became invisible (Grotius and others). The latter view is 
altogether inappropriate, if only on account of dia pécov avr. 
But certainly there is implied a restraint of his enemies which 
was miraculous and dependent on the will of Jesus. It is 
otherwise in John viii. 59 (éxpvBn). Why Jesus did not 
surrender Himself is rightly pointed out by Theophylact: od 
TO Trabeiv hetywv, GANA Tv KaLpoy dvapevwov. — erropeveTo | 
went on, that is to say, towards Capernaum, ver. 31, and 
therefore not back again to Nazareth as has been harmonisti- 
cally pretended. 

Vy. 31-37. See on Mark i. 21-28, whom Luke with some 
slight variations follows. — xcarjA@ev] Down from Nazareth, 

1The place which is pointed out by tradition as the spot in question is 


at too great a distance irom the town. See Robinson, l.c., and Korte, Reisen, 
p. 215 ff. 
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which lay higher up, to Capernaum, which was situated on 
the shore. Comp. Matt. iv. 13.—70dAw +. Tanwd.] for here 
Capernaum occurs for the first time in Luke i the course of 
the history (it is otherwise at ver. 23). — iv didacx.] expresses 
the constant occupation of teaching on the Sabbaths (otherwise 
in Mark), comp. on Matt. vi. 29.—Ver. 33. avedua 
Satmoviov axaGaptov| The genitive is a genitive of apposition 
or of nearer definition (Winer, p. 470 [E. T. 666—7]); and 
Satpoviov, which, according to Greek usage, is in itself applicable 
to either good or evil spirits, being used by Luke for the jirst 
time in this passage, is qualified by axa@dprov. — éa] not 
the imperative of éaw (Vulg.: sine; Euthymius Zigabenus, 
ud Mare. apes jas, comp. Syr.), but “ interjectio admirationis 
metu mixtae” (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 465): ha! Plato, 
Prot. p. 314 D. Seldom occurring elsewhere in prose, even 
in the New Testament only in this place (not Mark i. 24). 
See Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 32 f., who, nevertheless, traces back 
the origin of the expression to the imperative form.— 7A0es 
k.T.X.] not interrogatively. The words themselves are simply 
taken from Mark; all the less therefore is any hint to be read 
into them of the redeeming ministry of Jesus to the Gentile 
world (Baur, Evang. p. 429 f.).— Ver. 35. paar] is to be 
accented thus. See Bornemann, p. 4; comp., nevertheless, 
Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 31 ff. — eis wécov] He threw him 
down into the midst in the synagogue. The article might, 
but must not, be added. See the instances from Homer in 
Dunean, ed. Rost; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab..i. 8.15. Observe, 
moreover, that here Luke describes more vividly than Mark, 
although his description is too unimportant “to glorify 
the miracle” (Holtzmann).— Ver. 36. tis 0 Xoyos ovTos| 
not: guid hoc ret est? (Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, Kuinoel, 
de Wette); but: what scrt of a speech is this? to wit, 
that which is related in ver. 35; comp. Theophylact: 
tis ) mpoatatis attn iv mpootdoces, OTe eEeNOe EE adTod Kal 
diwwOnte. It is otherwise at ver. 32, where Aoyos is the 
discourse which teaches; here, the speech which commands. 
Mark i. 27 has, moreover, given the former particular (the 
8.Say7}) here again as the object of the people’s astonishment 
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and conference ; but Luke, working after him, distinguishes the 
two, using for both, indeed, the general expression Adyos, but 
clearly limiting this expression in ver. 32 by dvday7, and in 
ver. 36 by émitdcce. Baur decides otherwise in the Theol. 


Jahrb. 1853, p. 70.— 6re] since he, ete., accounts for this 
question asked in astonishment. — év éfovala x. duvap.] with 


authority aud power. The former is the authority which He 
possesses, the latter the power which He brings into operation. 
— Ver. 37. 7x05] noise (Acts ii. 2; Heb. xii. 19), a stronger 
expression for rumour. The classical writers use 7x thus 
(Herod. ix. 24; Pind. Ol. xiv. 29). 

Vv. 38-41. See on Matt. viii, 14-16; Mark i. 29-34. 
Matthew places the narrative later, not till after the Sermon 
on the Mount.\— amo tis cvvayoy.| He went from the 
synagogue into the house of Simon. ‘The article before 
mevOepa is not needed. Winer, p. 108 f. [E. T. 148 ff]. 
Luke, the physician, uses the technical expression for violent 
fever-heat : mauperds péyas (the opposite: pxpos). See Galen, 
De diff: febr. 1, in Wetstein. — npeétncav] they asked ; Peter, 
to wit, and the members of the family,—hence it is not the 
plural introduced here without reason only from Mark i. 30 
(Weiss). — émrdv@ avtfs] so that He was bending over her. 
— érreti. T@ TupeT@] the fever regarded as a hostile power, 
and as personal. Mark, whom Matthew follows, has not this 
detail; whereas both have the touching with the hand. A 
divergence in the tradition as to the miraculous method of 
cure. — avtois| refers to Jesus, Simon, and the other members 
of the family. Comp. 7pwtncav, ver. 38. — Ver. 40. aaGe- 
vodvtas vocos| according to Matthew, demoniacs and sick 
persons (comp. Mark), with which Luke nevertheless also agrees 
at ver. 41. tas yeipas émitiOeis] Matthew has Aoye, with 


1 The arrangement in Luke, so far as he places (ch. v.) the call of Peter later, 
is in any case not arbitrarily produced, although he follows the tradition which 
(as Matthew) does not include the companionship of James and John (so Mark). 

2 All three also agree essentially as to the time of day (ddvovros rot nAiov). 
Until the evening Jesus had remained in the house of Simon, therefore the sick 
were first brought to Him there. Thus it was neither with a view to avoiding 
the heat of the sun, nor to choosing, from ‘‘delicacy of feeling,” as Lange 
supposes, the twilight for the public exhibition of infirmities. 
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reference, however, to the demoniacs. In évi éxdotw, which 
need not be pressed (Weiss, Holtzmann), are implied the 
solicitude and the indefatigableness of this miraculous ministry 
of love. — Aareiv, Ste] to speak, because. See on Mark i. 34. 

Vv. 42-44. See on Mark i. 35-39, who is more precise 
and more vivid. — The bringing of so many sick folks to Him, 
ver. 40, is to be explained, not by this hasty departure, the 
appointment of which had been known (Schleiermacher), but, 
in accordance with the text (ver. 37), by the fame which the 
public healing of the demoniac in the synagogue had brought 
Him. — éws avrov] not simply: to Him, but: even up to 
fim, they came in their search, which therefore they did not 
discontinue until they found Him. Comp. 1 Mace. iii 26; 
Acts ix, 38, xxiil. 23. — es todTo] namely, to announce not 
only here, but everywhere throughout the land, the kingdom of 
God. — aréotadwat] It is otherwise in Mark i. 36, whose 
expression is original, but had already acquired in the tradition 
that Luke here follows a doctrinal development with a higher 
meaning. 


LUKE, II. Cc 


34 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 2. The Mss. have datrduwav (so Elz. Scholz), érauvay, 
txruvoy, axérauvo. Tisch. has the second reading, Lachm. the 
third. The preponderance of evidence wavers between éaAvvov 
(B D) and éraway (C* LQ X 8), and excludes the compound 
form. But since, according to this, even the Mss. which read 
the Recepta (A EF G, etc.) add to the evidence in favour of 
ZeAwAN, this form receives the critical preponderance. The 
compound form is either a mere clerical error (as Ev. 7 has 
even éaérAuvov), or a gloss for the sake of more precise specifica- 
tion. — Ver. 6. A7d0g ixddwv] So Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch., 
following the greater number of the Uncials, but not B D, 
which have ixdiav cA%jlos, which Lachm. has again restored. 
Comp. Vulg. and codd. of It. The reading of Griesb. is to be 
preferred on account of its preponderating evidence, and still 
more because the words vA%4os woAd would more readily be 
brought together by the transcribers than separated. — Ver. 15. 
As is’ airot is wanting in important authorities, in others stands 
after dxovev, and A has aa’ aired, it is rightly condemned by 
Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition by way 
of gloss. — Ver. 17. Andudéres] Lachm. has ouveryA., following 
only A* D, min. Goth. Vere. — airots] Tisch. has airév, follow- 
ing BLex. Rightly; airots arose from -a misunderstanding, 
because an accusative of the object appeared necessary.— 
Ver. 19. sofas] Elz. has 6: rofas, in opposition to decisive evi- 
dence. An interpretation. — Ver. 21. With Lachm. and Tisch. 
read dmwupriag &geivos, according to BDL &, Cyr. Ambr. The 
Recepta is from Mark ii, 7. But in ver. 24 the form dgemas 
(Tisch.) is too weakly attested [Tisch. 8 has dguévas].— Ver. 22. 
The omission of doxpd. (Lachm.) is too feebly accredited. 
— Ver. 24. capareruuévw] Lachm. has capadurix@, following 
important authorities, but it is taken from the parallels. — 
Ver. 25. Instead of 9’ ¢, Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have 29’ @. 
But the former has a preponderance of evidence in its 
favour, and @ more naturally occurred to the transcribers. — 
Ver, 28, jxorcténoev] Lachm. and Tisch. have jxorobde, following 
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BDL gs 69. The Recepta is taken from the parallels. — 
Ver. 29. Before Avis (Tisch. has on very good authority 
Acue/s) the article (Elz.) is on decisive evidence deleted. — 
Ver. 30. airay] is wanting in D F X 8, min. vss., and is re- 
garded with suspicion by Griesb., but it was omitted as being 
superfluous and apparently irrelevant. The arrangement «i 
apis. x. oi yp. wir. 18, With Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted in 
accordance with B C D Ls, min. Vulg. It. and others. 
The Recepta is taken from Mark ii. 16. The article before 
reAwvav, Which is not found in Elz., is adopted on decisive 
evidence by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. xai awapr., also, is 
so decisively attested that it is now rightly defended even by 
Tisch. — Ver. 33. 6& ri] is wanting in B L @, 33, 157, Copt.; 
deleted by Tisch. An addition from the parallels. — Ver. 36. 
imation xvod] BD LX &R, min. vss. have dad iwariov xovod 
cyicus (yet oyioug is not found in X, and also otherwise too 
weakly attested). Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. 
But it is manifestly a gloss inserted for explaining the genitive, 
for which there appeared a reason in this place although not 
in the parallels.— cyicz: is well attested by BC D L Xx, min., 
and cuugavyee still better (by the additional evidence of A). 
Approved by Schulz, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; 
oyifer occurred at once in consequence of the preceding 
éxiBarrcr and of aiper in the parallels, and then drew after it 
sunowre?. — Elz. has éx/Brqua rod. . x. So also Scholz, Lachm. 
Tisch. But with Griesb. and Rinck ¢/87u« is to be condemned, 
as itis wantingin AEF K MRS U VPA, min. Goth. Slay. 
Theophyl.; in D it stands after xaod, and betrays itself as a 
gloss added to the absolute +é6.— Ver. 38. xa? dup. owvrnp.] is 
wanting m B Ls, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by 
Tisch. An addition from Matt. ix. 17, from which passage also 
Mark ii. 22 has been expanded. — Ver. 39. ¢dééw¢] is wanting 
in B C* Lk, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Deleted by Tisch. An 
addition for more precise specification. 


Vv. 1-11. Matt. iv. 18-22 and Mark i 16-20 are 
parallel passages. Nevertheless, the history of the calling 
in Luke, as compared with it in Matthew and Mark, is 
essentially different, for in these latter the point of the 
incident is the mere swmmons and promise (without the 
miracle, which, without altering the nature of the event, they 
could not have passed over; in opposition to Ebrard and 
others); in Luke it is the miracle of the draught of fishes 
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Moreover, in Matthew and Mark no previous acquaintance 
on the part of Jesus with Peter is presupposed, although, 
probably, it is in Luke iv. 38 ff., whereby, at the same time, 
Luke falls into self-contradiction, since v. 8 does not allow 
it to be supposed that such miraculous experiences have 
previously occurred to him as, according to iv. 38 ff., Peter 
had already had in connection with Jesus. Luke follows a 
source of later and more plastic tradition (in opposition to 
Schleiermacher, Sieffert, Neander, v. Ammon, who ascribe to 
Luke the merit of being the earliest), which, fastening in 
pursuit of symbolic meaning upon the promise in ver. 10 
(Matt. iv. 19; Mark i. 17), glorified the story of the call 
of the fishermen by joining to it a similar story of the 
draught of fishes, John xxi. (comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 288); 
but in the historical sequence after iv. 38 ff. Luke has become 
confused. — xai avdtos| not: he also, but: and he; he on his 
part, in respect of this pressing (€mvxelo@ar) of the people 
upon him. Comp. on vv. 15, 17; as to «ad after éyévero, see 
on ver. 12.— érAvvav] “ut peracto opere,”’ Bengel; see 
ver. 5.— Ver. 4. ézravayaye, the special word for going out 
into the deep sea (Xen. Hell. vi. 2. 28; 2 Macc. xii. 4); the 
singular in reference to Peter alone, who was the steersman 
of the craft; but yaXdoare in reference to the whole fisher 
company in the vessel. Changes of number, to be similarly 
accounted for by the connection, are often found in the 
classical writers. See Bornemann, Schol. p. 35 f.; Kiihner, 
ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 27.— Ver. 5. émiotata] Superintendent 
(see in general, Gatacker, Op. posth. p. 877 ff, and Kypke, IL 
y. 228) occurs only in Luke in the New Testament, and that, 
too, always addressed to Jesus, while he has not the paGi 
which is so frequent in the other evangelists. Peter does 
not yet address Him thus as Ais doctrinal chief, but gener- 
ally (vv. 1, 3). Comp. xvii, 13.— vu«ros] when fishing was 
accustomed to be carried on successfully. See Aristotle, 
H. A. viii. 19; Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 287. — été] 
of the reason: for the sake of Thy word (on the ground of 
Thy word). Comp. Winer, p. 351 [E. T. 491]: “Senserat 
Petrus virtutem verborum Jesu,” Bengel. Odtrws jv tH 
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mictw Ocpnos Kal mpo Ths mlatews, Theophylact. — yaracw] 
Simon speaks thus in his capacity of captain. Comp. after- 
wards mroujoavres.— Ver. 6. dueppnyvuto] The tearing asunder* 
actually began, but was only beginning. See oni. 59. The 
assistance for which they signalled prevented further damage. 
The subsequent phrase ote BvOiferPas is similar. Hence 
there is no exaggeration (Valckenaer, de Wette).— Ver. 7. 
Katévevoav] they made signs to, according to Euthymius 
Zigabenus: pa) Suvdpevoe NaARcaL amo THs exTAn~ews K. 
tod @oBov. So also Theophylact. This would have needed 
to be said. In the whole incident nothing more is implied 
than that the other craft still lying close to the shore, ver. 2, 
was too far away for the sound of the voice to reach, and 
hence they were restricted to making signs, which, moreover, 
for the fishermen of the other boat—who, according to ver. 4, 
were doubtless eagerly giving attention—was quite sufficient. 
As to cvAdaB., see on Phil. iv. 3.— Ver. 8. On mpogérece rT. 
yovact, comp. Soph. 0. C. 1604. It might also be put in the 
accusative (Eur. Hee. 339, and thereon Pflugk). — é£er@e] out 
of the ship. He dimly recognises in Christ a something super- 
human, the manifestation of a holy divine power, and in the 
consciousness of his own sinful nature he is terrified in the 
presence of this power which may, perchance, cause some 
misfortune to befall him; just as men feared the like on the 
appearances of God or of angels. Comp. 1 Kings xvii. 18. 
Euthymius Zigabenus and Grotius in loc. Elsner and Valcke- 
naer are mistaken in saying that Peter speaks thus in 
accordance with the notion that one ought not to stay on 
board a ship with any criminal (Cic. De Nat. Deor. iii. 37 ; 
Diog. Laert. i. 86; Horat. Od. iii. 2. 26 ff). He does not 
indeed avow himself a criminal, but only as a sinful man in 
general, who as such cannot without risk continue in the 
presence of this Oelos kal tmreppuns avOpwmos (Euthymius 


1 Augustine has interpreted this tearing of the nets allegorically of the 
heresies, and the Saxon Anonymus (p. 212f.) of Judaism and the law ; both 
interpretations being equally arbitrary. There is much allegorical interpreta- 
tion of the whole narrative in the Fathers (the ship, the church ; the net, the 
doctrine ; the sea, the heathen world, etc.). 
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Zigabenus). See the later exaggeration of the sinfulness of 
the apostles before their call, in Barnabas 5.— Ver. 9. dypa] in 
this place is not the draught, as at ver. 4, but that which was 
caught (ro Onpe@pevov, Pol. v. 1), as Xen. De Venat. xii. 38, 
xiii. 13, and frequently. — Ver. 10. This mention of James 
and John at the end is one of the traces that the narrative 
grew out of the older history of the call. But certainly 
Andrew was not found in the source from which Luke drew. 
— avOpwrovs] instead of fishes. — faypav] vivos capiens— 
in characteristic keeping with this ethical draught (winning 
for the Messiah’s kingdom), as well as with the figure taken 
from fishermen (Aristaen. Zp. ii. 23). 

Vv. 12-14. See on Matt. viii. 1-4; Mark i. 40-44. 
According to Matthew, immediately after the Sermon on the 
Mount; in Luke (comp. Mark), without any definite state- 
ment of place or time, as a fragment of the evangelic 
tradition. — éyévero ... kai] as ii. 15; Matt. ix. 10. Kai is 
not nempe (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 341), but, in accordance 
with Hebraic simplicity, the and, which, after the preparatory 
and yet indefinite éyévero, leads the narrative farther on. 
The narrator, by means of éyévero together with a note of 
time, first calls attention to the introduction of a fact, and 
then, in violation of ordinary syntax, he brings in afterwards 
what occurred by the word xat.— év yud tT. 7OX.] according 
to Mark: in a house. — mAnpys] a high degree of the sickness. 
—Ver. 14. xal avdros|] and He, on His part. — arredOov 
x.T.X.] a transition to the oratio directa. See on Mark vi. 8. 

Vv. 15, 16. Comp. Mark i. 45.— dujpyero] The report 
ran throughout, was spread abroad. So absolutely, Thuc. vi. 
46: ézeidy SufAOev 6 Aoyos, dtu «.7.d.; Soph. Aj. 978; Xen. 
Anab. i. 4. 7; Plat. Hp. vii. p. 348 B.— parr] in a still 
higher degree than before; only all the more. Comp. xviii. 39. 
See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Ap. p. 30 A; Niigelsbach on the Iliad, 
ed. 3, p. 227. — avrtos] He, however, He on his part, in con- 
trast with the multitudes who were longing for Him. — jv 
vToxywpav év Tots épnp.| i.c. He was engaged in withdrawing 
Himself into the desert regions (that were there), and in praying, 
so that He was therefore for the present inaccessible. — «ai 
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mpocevyouevos| This detail is given on several occasions by 
Luke alone. See iii. 21, vi. 12 f., ix. 18, 29, and elsewhere. 
Vv. 17-26. See on Matt. ix. 1-8; Mark u. 1-12. 
Between this and the foregoing history Matthew has a series 
of other transactions, the sequence of which he accurately 
indicates. Luke vaguely says: év mud Tav jyépwv, which, 
however, specifies approximately the time by means of the 
connection (“on one of those days,” namely, on the journey 
entered upon at iv. 43 f.). Comp. viii. 22.— Kai avrés] 
and He, as ver. 1, but here in opposition to the Pharisees, 
etc, who were surrounding Him. — é« mdons Kkopns x.7.d.] 
popularly hyperbolical. As to vopodsddor., see on Matt. 
xxii. 35. — dvvapmus xupiov x.7.r.] and the power of the Lord 
(of God) was there ( praesto erat, as at Mark viii. 1) in aid of 
His healing. So according to the reading avrov (see the 
critical remarks). According to the reading avtovs, this 
would have to be taken as a vague designation of the 
sufferers who were present, referring back to ver. 15; avrov 
is the subject, avtovs would be the object. Others, as 
Olshausen and Ewald, have incorrectly referred xvpéov to 
Jesus, whose healing power was stirred up (vi. 19). Wherever 
Luke in his Gospel calls Christ the Lord, and that, as would 
here be the case, in narrative, he always writes 0 xvpios with 
the article. See vii. 13 (31), x. 1, xi. 39, xii, 42, xiii. 15, 
xvii. 5, 6, xviii. 6, xix. 8, xxii. 31, 61.—In the following 
narrative the precedence of Mark is indeed to be recognised, 
but the tracing out of the features of dependence must not be 
carried too far (in opposition to Weiss in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1861, p. 703 f.). — Ver. 19. eloevéyn.] into the house, where 
Jesus and His hearers (ver. 17) were. Comp. afterwards 70 
o@ua, — Trovas] qualitative: in what kind of a way. On the 
0500, which must be supplied in analysing the passage, see 
Bos, Eilips., ed. Schaefer, p. 333; on the genitive of place 
(comp. xix. 4), see Bernhardy, p. 138; Kriiger on Thucyd. 
iv. 47. 2. Accordingly, although no instance of qoéas and 
é€xelvns used absolutely occurs elsewhere, yet the conjecture 
moia and éxeivy (Bornemann) is not authorized.— dia trav 
Kepawwv] through the tiles, with which the flat roof was 
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covered, and which they removed from the place in question. 
Mark ii. 4 describes the proceeding more vividly. See the 
details, sub loco, and Hug, Gutacht. II. p. 21 f.— Ver. 21. 
npgavto| a bringing into prominence of the point of com- 
mencement of these presumptuous thoughts. A vivid descrip- 
tion. — dvadoyiferOat . . . Aéyovtes] See on Matt. xvi. 7. 
They expressed their thoughts to one another; hence ver. 22 
is not inappropriate (in opposition to Weiss).— Ver. 24. eize 
T® Tapader.| is not to be put in parenthesis, but see on 
Matt. ix. 6.— oof] placed first for the sake of emphasis. — 
Ver. 25. dpas éf’ 5 Katéxevto] he took up that on which (till 
now) he lay, an expression purposely chosen to bring out the 
changed relation. With reference to é’ 6, on which he was 
stretched out, comp. the frequent eivas émi yOova, and the like. 
See in general, Kiihner, § 622 b.— Ver. 26. The narrative is 
summary, but without precision, since the impression said to 
be produced by the miraculous incident (Ta wapa do€av 
yuyvoueva, Polyb. ix. 16. 2. Comp. Wisd. xvi. 17, xix. 5; 
2 Mace. ix. 24; Xen. Cyr. vii. 2, 16) applies indeed to the 
people present (Matt. ix. 8), but not to the Pharisees and 
scribes. 

Vv. 27-39. See on Matt. ix. 9-17; Mark ii. 13-22.— 
é&7jrOe] out of the house, ver. 19.— €Aeacato| He looked at 
him observingly. — Ver. 28. The order of events is: after he 
had forsaken all, he rose up and followed Him. The imperfect (see 
the critical remarks) is used for the sake of vividness. amavta, 
as in ver. 11, refers to the whole previous occupation and posi- 
tion in life. Bengel well adds: “quo ipso tamen non desiit 
domus esse sua,” ver. 29.— Ver. 29. Kal Hv] et aderat, as in 
ver. 17.— Ver. 30. avtav] of the dwellers in the town. — 
mpos| an antagonistic direction. — Ver. 33. of 5é efrov] As to 
this variation from Matthew and Mark, see on Matt. ix. 17, 
Remark. On the association of fasting and making prayers, 
comp. ii. 37, and on rroveto Pau Sejoes, 1 Tim, ii. 1.— €o9. x. 
mivovow]| the same thing as ov vyorevovor in the parallels, 
but more strongly expressed. In accordance with the deletion 
of Svati (see the critical remarks), there remains no question, 
but an affirmative reflection. — Ver. 34. py SvvacGe x.7.d.] 
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ue cannot, ete., brings out the inappropriateness of that  reflec- 
tion in a more concrete form than in Matthew and Mark. — 
Ver. 35. xai] might be taken explicatively (and indeed) 
(Bornemann, Bleek). But it is more in keeping with the 
profound emotion of the discourse to take éNedoovtat x.7.d. by 
itself as a thought broken off, and «av in the sense of : and: But 
days shall come (and not tarry)... and when shall be taken away, 
etc. — év éxelv. tats jyép.] a painful solemnity of expression, 
whereby the emphasis is laid upon éxetvaus. Comp. on Mark 
ii. 20.—Ver. 36. ér(BAnua (wat. cawvod] ic. a patch cut off from 
anew garment. By the use of (watéov the incongruity of the 
proceeding comes still more strongly into prominence than by 
pdxovs, which is used in Matthew and Mark. An unintentional 
modification of the tradition—not an alteration proceeding 
from the Paulinism of the writer, and directed against the 
syncretism of the Jewish Christians, as Kostlin, p. 174, 
ingeniously maintains. Even Lange explains the expression | 
by supposing that there floated already before the mind of 
the Pauline Luke a clearer vision of the Christian community 
as distinct from Judaism (L. J. IIL. p. 395).— «at 7d Kxawov 
oxloe Kal «.T.d.] comprises the twofold mischief which will 
ensue (futwre, see the critical remarks) if one does not obey 
that principle taken from experience; He will not only cut 
the new (garment) in twain (in taking off the piece), but, 
moreover, the (piece) of the new (garment) will not be in keeping 
with the old (garment). Comp. Kypke, Paulus, de Wette, 
Bleek, Schegg, even as early as Erasmus. On oyloe, comp. 
John xix. 24; Isa. xxxvii. 1. But usually 7d Kxawov is 
explained as the subject, and either cy/ce is taken intransi- 
tively (“ scindet se a veteri,’ Bengel), or 70 wadXarov (udtiov is 
regarded as its object: the new piece will rend asunder the old 
garment (comp. Kuinoel). Incorrectly ; since this supplying 
of the object is not required by the context, but is obtruded 
for the sake of the harmony with Matt. ix. 16, Mark ii. 21, 
and 10 amo Tod Kawod (it is not To xawwov) clearly shows that 
even to Td kawoy we are to understand only (udtiov, not 
é7iBAnwa; and, moreover, 70 amo Tov Kawod would be 
altogether superfluous and clumsy.— Ver. 39. Peculiar to 


42 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


Luke; but it is as little to be explained as resulting from 
later reflection on the difficulty of the mission to the Jews 
(Weizsiicker), as is the emphasis laid upon the incompatibility 
of the two, ver. 36. As Jesus in vv. 36-38 made it manifest 
how unsuitable and injurious it would be to bind up the 
essence and the life of the new theocracy with the forms and 
institutions of the old, so now at ver. 39 he once more, by 
means of a parabolic expression, makes it intelligible how 
natural it is that the disciples of John and of the Pharisees 
should not be able to consent to the gwing up of the OLD forms 
and institutions which had become dear to them, and to the 
exchanging of them for the NEW life in accordance with ITS 
fundamental principles. He says that this should be as 
little expected as that any one when he has drunk old wine 
should long for new, since he finds that the old is better. So 
in substance Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, 
Clarius, Zeger, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Paulus, Olshausen, 
Lange, and others ;* and rightly, since even in ver. 37 f. the 
contrast of the old and new wine typified the contrasted old 
and new theocratic life. Hence we are neither, with Wetstein, 
to suppose the meaning reversed: “ Pharisaeorum austeritas 
comparatur vino nuovo, Christi lenitas vino veteri;” nor, with 
Grotius (comp. Estius and Clericus), to interpret: “ Homines 
non subito ad austeriorem vitam pertrahendos, sed per gradus 
quosdam assuefaciendos esse” (Jesus, in truth, had no wish to 
accustom them to an “austeriorem vitam!”); nor, with Schegg, 
to substitute the meaning: “that not till the old wine is 
expended (in reference to ver. 35) is the new drunk (which 
refers to fasts, etc., as a remedy for their being deprived of 
the presence of Christ).” But by the objection that the old 
wine is actually better (Ecclus. ix. 10, and see Wolf and 
Wetstein) the parable is unduly pressed (in opposition to 

1Baur, Markusevang. p. 202 (comp. Zeller, Apost. p. 15; Hilgenfeld, 
Krit. Unters. p. 403, and in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 200f.), regards ver. 39, 
which is wanting in D and codd. of It., as an anti-heretical addition. But the 
omission is explained simply from the apparent incongruity of the sense, and 
from the lack of any expression of the kind in the parallel passages, although 


Lachmann also (Praef. p. xxxvi.), but from purely critical hesitation, was 
doubtful about the genuineness of the verse. 


CHAP. V. 27—39, 43 


de Wette and others), since in vv. 37-39 the pcint of com- 
parison is not the quality of the wine in itself, but the 
relation of the old and the new. Outside the point of com- 
parison, every parable is apt to be at fault. Moreover, 
xpnatos denotes the agreeable delicious taste. Comp. Plut. 
Mor. p. 240 D, 1073 A. The new has, as it were, no taste 
if the old has been found agreeable. But crony is as little to 
be found in ver. 39 as in ver. 37 f., and the gentle exculpatory 
character of the discourse, ver. 39 (which must in no wise be 
taken to mean full approval, in opposition to Hilgenfeld in 
the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 215), is perfectly explained from. 
the fact that, according to Matt. ix. 14, it is to be supposed 
that this conversation about fasting did not originally take 
place with the Pharisees, but with the disciples of John. 
See on Matthew. Comp. also Volkmar, Evang. Marcions, 
p. 219 ff Ifin the two parables it were desired to abide by 
the general thought of wnswitableness (as it would be unsuit- 
able to pour new wine into old skins, and after old wine 
immediately to drink new; so also it would be unsuitable if 
my disciples desired to bind themselves to the old institutions), 
the figure of ver. 39 would be very much out of harmony 
with the appropriate figure in ver. 38, and the unsuitable 
matter would at ver. 39 be represented in direct contradiction 
to fact (in opposition to de Wette); apart from this, moreover, 
that Oérex (not ziver) applies the saying subjectively. According 
to Kuinoei and Bleek, Jesus spoke the words in ver. 39 at 
another time. But it is in keeping with the connection, and 
is certainly taken from the Logia. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


VER. 1. devreporpairw] is wanting in B L 8 and seven min. Syr. 
Ar?, Perss. Copt. Aeth. codd. of It. Condemned by Schulz, 
bracketed by Lachm. and Tisch. 5°? See the exegetical re- 
marks. — Ver. 2. airo7] bracketed by Lachm.,is, with Tisch., to 
be struck out, as it is wanting in B C* L X 8, min. Copt. Vere. 
Colb., while D, Cant. read aire de. An addition in accordance 
with the parallels. Of sot év, the é alone is to be deleted, with 
Tisch., on decisive evidence, but not, with Lachm., the zo? also. 
— Ver. 3. éxérz] Lachm. has ére, in accordance, indeed, with B 
CDLX AX8,min.; but taken from the parallels, from which, 
moreover, the omission of tyrs¢ (Lachm.) is to be explained, as 
well as in ver. 4 the reading +a; (Lachm., following L R X x**, 
min.). — Ver. 4. The omission of w¢ (B D, Cant. Marcion) is to be 
regarded as a transcriber’s error (occasioned by the subsequent 
EIz). If nothing had originally been found there, only ra, 
not w¢ would have been added. — 2raB_ xai] Lachm. has rua, 
following B C* L X 33, Syr. Copt. Theophyl. The Recepta is 
to be maintained. The words were /e/t out,—an omission occa- 
sioned the more easily by the similar ¢gaye xa which follows, 
as the parallels have not ¢r«f xa. The omission occurs, more- 
over, in D K &, min. vss. Ir, Then Away was introduced as a 
restoration in better syntactical form. — xa ro7] BL 1, 112, Syr. 
Arr. Pers. Arm. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. Ir. Ambr. have merely 
ro. In view of these important authorities x«/ must be traced 
to Mark ii. 26 (where the evidence against it is weaker), and 
should be deleted. — Ver. 6. 6: x«/] Lachm. has 62, in accordance 
with B L X 8, min. vss. Cyr. But why should xa/ have been 
added ? Rather the possibility of dispensing with it alongside of 
:répw gave rise to its omission. — Ver. 7. With Lachm. and Tisch. 
read rapernpotvro (approved also by Griesb.), in accordance with 
preponderating evidence. See on Mark iii. 2.— After 62 Elz. has 
airéy on weighty evidence, indeed, but it is an addition. Comp. 
xiv. 1; Mark iii. 2. — éspawetoc:] Lachm. and Tisch. have dspareves; 
the future is taken from Mark. — zarnyopiav] BS X &, min. and 
vss. have xarnyope. So Tisch. D also vouches for the infini- 
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tive by reading xarnyop%ous, the infinitive being explained in the 
later reading by the use of the substantive. — Ver. 8. dvdparw] 
B LR, min. Cyr. have dép7, Approved by Griesb., adopted by 
Tisch. Rightly; +# avdpi/ was omitted by reason of the follow- 
ing r@ (so still D, Cant.), and then +@ dvépuimrw was inserted, in 
accordance with ver. 6 and Mark iii. 3, instead of +a dvdpi. — 
6 62] Lachm. and Tisch. have xa/, following B D L X 8, 1, 33, 
Vulg. It. Copt. Cyr. The former suggested itself more readily 
to the transcribers. Comp. ver. 10.— Ver. 9. ody] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have 6, following B D Ls, min. Vulg. It. Goth. Not 
to be decided ; ow, it is true, is not frequently employed in the 
Gospel of Luke for continuing the narrative, and the reading 
wavers mostly between oiv and 62; yet it is established in iii. 7, 
xix. 12, xxil. 36. — érepwrqow] Tisch. has évepwrai, following B L 
s, 157, Copt. Vulg. Brix. For. Rd. The Recepta has resulted 
from a reminiscence of xx. 3; Mark xi. 29. The present is 
extremely appropriate to the vivacity of the whole action. — 
s1 or ri] Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢, following B D L»® 157, 
Copt. Vulg. It. Cyr. Aug. In view of these important autho- 
rities, and because <«/ fits in with the reading érspwrH, which, 
according to the evidence, is to be,approved (see above), </ is to 
be preferred. — droréoas] also retained by Lachm. and Tisch., 
following B D L X 8, vss. even Vulg. It. Griesb. and Scholz 
have azoxreivas, which is introduced from Mark ii. 4, whence 
also comes 707% o&8Saow, instead of which Lachm. and Tisch. 
have adopted +@ ca8Cdrw, following B D LX, Cant. Rd. Colb. 
Corb. For. Aug. — Ver. 10. Instead of air Elz. has r@ dvbpurw, 
in opposition to preponderating evidence. — After éo/neev (in- 
stead of which D X 8, min. and most of the vss. read éZéremey, 
which is from Matt. xii. 13; Mark iii. 5) Elz. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
have otrws, which is wanting in important but still not prepon- 
derating authorities, and is deleted by Griesb., but defended by 
Schulz, in accordance with ix. 15, xi. 43. It is to be adopted. 
The possibility of dispensing with it and the ancient gloss ¢&éremev 
occasioned the dropping out of the word. — After aired Elz. has 
‘ys, M Opposition to decisive evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 13. 
Moreover, a 4 &AAn (condemned by Griesb., bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch.), which is wanting in B L¥, min. 
Copt. Vulg. Sax. Vere. For. Corb. Rd., is from Matthew. — 
Ver. 12. £&7%2.¢ev] Lachm. and Tisch. have 2&caéciv airéy; which, 
in accordance with the preponderance of the Mss., is to be pre- 
ferred. — Vv. 14-16. Before ‘Iéxw8., before b/rirz., before Maré., 
before Iéxw8., and before *Ictd. *Iax., is to be inserted za/, on 
external evidence (Tisch.).— Ver. 16. ¢¢ x«/] Lachm. and Tisch. 
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have only é¢, following B L 8, min. vss. even Vulg. It. Marcion. 
Rightly ; x«/ is from the parallels.— Ver. 18. éxaodu.] Tisch. 
has éoyA., following very important Mss. The compound form 
was overlooked. — Instead of a&7é Elz. has ixé, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. An alteration arising from misunderstand- 
ing, because az) av. dxad. was believed to be dependent upon 
the participle (comp. Acts v. 16), which error, moreover, gave 
rise to the xa/ before édepar. Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly 
deleted this x«/, in accordance with preponderating evidence. — 
Ver. 23. Instead of yeépyre Elz. has xaiperz, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. — raira or rairé| Lachm. and Tisch. have 
ra ai’ré, following B D Q X48, min. Marcion. The Recepta 
is a transcriber’s error. The same reading is to be adopted 
in ver. 26 on nearly the same evidence; so also in xvii. 30. 
— Ver. 25. tun before oi yea. (suspected also by Griesb.) is, in 
accordance with BK LS X 88, min. Or. It, with Tisch., to be 
struck out. An addition to conform with what precedes. Elz. 
has iu% also before éray, ver. 26, in opposition to decisive evi- 
dence. But viv is, with Tisch., following very important evidence, 
to be inserted after gurera,— Ver. 26. of cvdp.] Elz. Lachm. 
Tisch. have wdévreg of dvép. The preponderance of evidence is 
in favour of wéyrec, and it is to be maintained in opposition to 
Griesb. The omission was occasioned by the apparently inap- 
propriate relation to of surépes airay.— Ver. 28. iwi] Griesb. 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have iuvéc. There are weighty authorities 
on both sides, although the evidence is stronger for iwés; but 
ivi is the more unusual, and is attested even so early as by 
Justin (?) and Origen; izés is from Matt. v. 44.— Before zpo- 
cevy. Elz. has xa/, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 54. 
The reading daveiZere, although approved by Griesb., is a tran- 
scriber’s error. Comp. on Rom. xiv. 8. Lachm. has daveionre 
(Tisch. : dav/onre), following only B & 8, 157.— Before awapraros 
Elz. has o/, in opposition to decisive evidence. — On evidence as 
decisive rod (in Elz.) before i»)., ver. 35, is condemned. But 
pendeve (Tisch.) instead of mu7dév is too weakly attested by & &, 
Syr.™*, especially as it might easily result from a transcriber’s 
error. — Ver. 36. ody] is wanting in B D L&x, min. vss. and 
Fathers. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
A connective particle, although not directly taken from Matt. 
v. 48. — Ver. 39. 6] Lachm. and Tisch. have 6 xa/, follow- 
ing preponderating evidence; the x«/, which might be dis-. 
pensed with, was passed over, — reooivra:] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have {ucrcootvras. The Recepta is from Matt. xv. 14.— Ver. 43. 
v6] BL & 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vere. Germ. add wéaw, which 
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Lachm. has in brackets. With Tisch. to be adopted; the 
omission of the word that might be dispensed with resulted 
from Matt. vii. 18.— Ver. 45. Read the second half of the 
verse: x. 6 rovnpis x rod srovnpod apopépes rd ovnpdv (Tisch.). In 
view of B D L®, min. vss. the dvdparog and énouupod ris xapoias 
airot of the Recepta (both condemned by Griesb., and bracketed 
by Lachm.) are to be regarded as supplementary additions, as 
also in the next clause rou and r7s (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.). 
— Ver. 48. redewer. yap ea? civ wérpay] Tisch. has da ro xarac 
oinodometobas [oinodoujodus in Tisch. 8] airqy, following B L & x, 
33, 157, Syr.? (in the margin), Copt. The Recepta is a gloss 
from Matt. vii. 25. — Ver. 49. ¢reoz] cuvéreoz, which Griesb. has 
recommended and Tisch. has adopted, is so strongly attested by 
BDLE 2x, that ézeoz is to be referred to Matthew. 


Vv. 1-5. See on Matt. xii. 1-8; Mark i. 23—28, whom 
Luke, with some omission, however, follows (see especially 
ver. 5). Between the foregoing and the present narrative 
Matthew interposes a series of other. incidents. — év caBP. 
devtepoTpwT@| all explanations are destitute of proof, because 
Sevtepompwros never occurs elsewhere. According to the 
analogy of Sevtepoyauos, SevtepoBdros, Sevtepotoxos, etc., it 
might be: a Sabbath which for the second time is the first. 
Comp. Sevtepodexdrn, the second tenth, in Jerome, ad Ez. 45. 
According to the analogy of Sevtepéacyatos, penultimus, Helio- 
dorus in Soran. Chirurg. vet. p. 94, it might—since from 
écxatos the reckoning must be backwards, while from mpéros 
it must be forwards, in order to get a devTepos—he the second 
Jirst, we. the second of two firsts. All accurate grammatical 
information is wanting. As, however, if any definite Sab- 
baths at all had borne the name of cdf8Patov Sevtepompatov 
(and this must be assumed, as Luke took for granted that the 
expression was a familiar one), this name would doubtless 
occur elsewhere (in the Old Testament, in the LXX., in Philo, 
Josephus, in the Talmud, etc.) ; but this is not the case, as the 
whole Greek literature has not even one instance of the pecu- 
liar word in itself to show;* as among the Synoptics it was 


1In Eustathius in Vita ZHutych. n. 95, the Sunday after Easter is called 
S:urspoxparn xvpaxn ; but this epithet manifestly originated from the passage 
before us. 
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precisely Luke that could least of all impute to his reader a 
knowledge of the name; and as, finally, very ancient and im- 
portant authorities have not got SevtepompeTw at all in the 
passage before us (see the critical remarks), just as even so 
early an authority as Syr®. remarks in the margin: “ non est in 
omni exemplari,’—I regard devrepopwtw as not being genuine, 
although, moreover, the suspicion suggests itself that it was 
omitted “ignoratione rei” (Bengel, Appar. Crit.), and because 
the parallel places have nothing similar to it. In considera- 
tion of €v érépm caf, ver. 6, probably the note mpaéte was 
written at the side, but a comparison with iv. 31 occasioned 
the corrective note devtép» to be added, which found its way 
into the text, partly without (so still Ar. and Ar™.), partly with 
TpeTo (thus devtépm peta, so still R I, min.), so that in the 
next place, seeing that the two words in juxtaposition were 
meaningless, the one word devrepopeHT@ was coined. Wilke 
also and Hofmann, according to Lichtenstein ; and Lichtenstein 
himself, as well as Bleek and Holtzmann (comp. Schulz on 
Griesbach), reject the word; Hilgenfeld regards it as not being 
altogether certain. Of the several attempts at explanation, I 
note historically only the following : (1) Chrysostom, Hom. 40 in 
Matth.: 6rav durd4} 4) apyia 4 Kal Tod caBBatov Tod Kupiov 
kal étépas éoptis Siadeyouevns, so that thus is understood a 
Jeast-day immediately following the Sabbath. Comp. Epipha- 
nius, Haer. 30, 31. So also Beza, Paulus, and Olshausen. 
(2) Theophylact understands a Sabbath, the day before which 
(mapackevn) had been a feast-day.’ (3) Isidore of Pelusium, 
Lp. iii. 110 (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Surenhusius, 
Wolf), thinks that the mpwrtn tay afvuwy is meant, and was 
called devtepotparn : érred1) SevTEpoy pév Hy TOD TacXa, TP@TOV 


1 Tischendorf had deleted it in his edition of 1849, but in ed. 7 (1859) 
[also in ed. 8 (1869)] had restored and defended it ; now [1867] (in the Synops. 
ed. 2) he has, with Lachmann, bracketed it. 

2 Comp. Luther’s obscure gloss: ‘‘the second day after the high Sabbath.” 
Schegg explains the expression even as a Christian designation, namely, of the _ 
Saturday after Good Friday. In opposition to Serno (Z'ag des letzt. Passah- 
mahls, 1859, p. 48 ff.), who, according to his mistaken supposition of the doubling 
of the first and last feast-days, brings out the sixteenth Nisan, see Wieseler in 
Reuter’s Repert. 1860, p. 188. 
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5: Tay afipwv Eotrépas yap Ovovtes TO Tacya TH EERS THY TOV 
atvpeav éeravnyvpitov éoptiy, tv Kat SevtepoTpwroyv éxaddouv,— 
that every festival was called a Sabbath. Comp. Saalschiitz : 
“the second day of the first feast (Passover).” (4) Most pre- 
valent has become the view of Scaliger (Zmend. tempor. VI. p. 
557) and Petavius, that it is the first Sabbath after the second 
day of the Passover." Comp. already Epiphanius, Haer. xxx. 31. 
From the second Easter day (on which the first ripe ears of corn 
were offered on the altar, Lev. xxii. 10 ff. ; Lightfoot, p. 340) 
were numbered seven Sabbaths down to Pentecost, Lev. xxiii. 
15. Comp. also Winer, Realwérterd. IL. p. 348 ff.; Ewald, 
Jahrb. I. p. 72, and Gesch. Chr. p. 304. (5) According to 
the same reckoning, distinguishing the three first Sabbaths of 
the season between Easter and Pentecost from the rest, Red- 
slob in the Zntell. Bl. der allgem. Lit. Zeit., Dec. 1847, p. 570 f., 
says that it was the second Sabbath after the second Easter day, 
SevtepoTpwtos being equivalent to devtepos Tay mpwTwr, there- 
fore about fourteen days after Easter. Comp. Ewald, Jahrb. 
XI. p. 254: that it was the second of the two first Sabbaths 
of the Passover month. (6) Von Til and Wetstein: that it 
was the first Sabbath of the second month (Igar). So also Storr 
and others. (7) Credner, Beitr. I. p. 357, concludes that 
according to the «yjpvyya tod Ilérpov (in Clem. Strom. vi. 5, 
p. 760, Pott) the Sabbath at the full moon was called mpéarov 
(a mistaken explanation of the words, see Wieseler, p. 232 f.), 
and hence that a Sabbath at the new moon was to be under- 
stood. (8) Hitzig, Ostern und Pfingst. p. 19 ff. (agreeing with 
Theophylact as to the idea conveyed by the word), conceives 
that it was the fifteenth Nisan, which, according to Lev. xxiii. 
11, had been called a Sabbath, and was named Sevteporp., 


1 The explanation of Scaliger is followed by Casaubon, Drusius, Lightfoot, 
Schoettgen, Kuinoel, Neander, de Wette, and many more; and is defended, 
especially against Paulus, by Liibkert in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 671 ff. 
Opposed to Sealiger are Wieseler, Synopse, p. 230 ; Saalschiitz, Mos. R. p. 394 f. ; 
and aptly Grotius in loc. Lange, L. J. Il. 2, p. 813, tries to improve the ex- 
planation of Scaliger by assuming that preceding the cycle between Easter and 
Pentecost there is a shorter cycle from 1 Nisan to Easter ; that the first Sabbath 
of this first cycle is therefore the jirst-first, while the first Sabbath of that second 
cycle (from Easter to Pentecost) is the second-/irst. 
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because (but see, on the other hand, Wieseler, p. 553 ff.) the 
fourteenth Nisan always fell on a Saturday. (9) Wieseler, 
le. p. 231 ff. thinks that it was the second-first Sabbath of 
the year in a cycle of seven years, we. the first Sabbath of the 
second year in a week of years. Already L. Capellus, Rhenferd, 
and Lampe (ad Joh. II. p. 5) understood it to be the first month 
in the year (Nisan), but explained the name from the fact that 
the year had two first Sabbaths, namely, in Tisri, when the civil 
year began, and in Nisan, when the ecclesiastical year began. 
(10) Ebrard, p. 414 f,, following Krafft (Chron. und Harm. d. 
vier Evang. p. 18 f.), regards it as the weekly Sabbath that 
occurs between the first and last Easter days (feast-Sabbaths). 
For yet other interpretations (Grotius and Valckenaer: that 
the Sabbath before Easter was called the first great one 7rpe- 
tompwrtov, the Sabbath before Pentecost the second great one 
Sevtepotpwtov, the Sabbath before the feast of Tabernacles 
_ tTpiToTpwtov”), see in Calovius, Bibl. Lil., and Liibkert, lc. — 
Tovs otdyvas] the ears of corn that offered themselves on the 
way. — jo Gov eyovres K.7.d.] they ate (the contents), rubbing 
them out. The two things happened at the same time, so that 
they continually conveyed to their mouths the grains set free 
by this rubbing. — Ver. 3. ov8é todo] have you never so much as 
read this? etc. — omorte] quandoquidem, since, Plato, Legg. x. p. 
895 B; Euthyd. p. 297 D; Xen. Anab. iii. 2. 2 ; not elsewhere 
in the New Testament. Comp. Hermann, ad Soph. 0. C. 1696. — 
Ver. 4. é£eo71] with an accusative and infinitive, occurring only 
here in the New Testament, frequently in the classical writers, 
Plat. Polit. p. 290 D; Xen. Mem. i. 1. 9, iii, 12. 8, and else- 


1 Tischendorf, Synopse, ed. 2, now opposes the explanation of Wieseler, with 
which in ed. 1 he agreed. 

2 V. Gumpach also (ib. d. altjiid. Kalend., Briissel 1848) understands a 
Sabbath of the second rank. Very peculiarly Weizsiicker, p. 59, says: ‘‘that 
Luke iv. 16, 31 recounts two Sabbath narratives, and now vi. 1, 6 recounts _ 
other two,” and that the Sabbath in the passage before us is therefore the first of 
this second series of narratives, consequently the second-first. But what reader 
would have been able to discover this reference, especially as between iv. 31 and 
vi. 1 so many other narratives intervened? Weizsicker, moreover, pertinently 
observes, in opposition to every hypothesis of an explanation in accordance with 
the calculation of the divine services, that our Gospel stands much too remote 
from things of this kind, 
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where; also after a preceding dative (Kiihner, ad Yen. Mem. p.57, 
ed. 2). — Ver. 5. €Xeyev av. ] as Mark, but without the auxiliary 
thought found in Mark which introduces the conclusion. 


ReEMARK.—In D, which does not read ver. 5 till after ver. 10, 
the following passage occurs after ver. 4: +7 air7 nuzpa deacd- 
eves Tie epyalouevoy + ouPBdrw eirev air cvdpwme, ef mtv ofdag Fi 
Toles, ancpios ef Ef OF MH O10MS, ErInaTdpuros nal TupuParns Ef Tod 
véwov. In substance it certainly bears the stamp of genius, and 
is sufficiently liberal-minded to admit of its being original, even 
although it is not genuine. I regard it as an interpolated frag- 
ment of a true tradition. 


Vv. 6—11. See on Matt. xii. 9-14; Mark iu. 1-6, in com- 
parison with which Luke’s narrative is somewhat weakened 
(see especially vv. 10, 11). — d€ xa/] for that which now 
follows also took place on a Sabbath. — év étépw caGB.] 
inexact, and varying from Matthew. Whether this Sabbath 
was actually the next following (which Lange finds even in 
Matthew) is an open question. — Ver. 9. According to the 
reading é7epwT7® tds, et (see the critical remarks): I ask 
you whether, With the Recepta, the Mss. according to the 
accentuation 7s or té favour one or other of the two different | 
views: I will ask you something, is it lawful, ete. ? or: I will 
ask you, what is lawful? The future would be in favour of 
the former. Comp. Matt. xxi. 24. — Ver. 11. dvoias] want 
of understanding, dementia (Vulg.: insipientia), 2 Tim. iii. 9 ; 
WWasd: xix .3,-xv. 18; Prov, xxii; 15,; Herod, vi... 69); Plat. 
Gorg. p. 514 E,and elsewhere. Also Thucyd. i. 48. Usually: 
madness, Comp. Plat. Zim. p. 86 B: 800... dvoias yévn, TO 
pev paviav, to 5é auabiav. As to the Molic optative form 
Toumoeay (comp. Acts xvii. 27), see Winer, p. 71 [E. T. 91]. 
Ellendt, ad Arrian. Alew. I. p. 353, Lachmann and Tischen- 
dorf have mroujoacev (a correction). 

Vv. 12-49. Luke inserts at this point the choice of the 
Twelve, and then a shorter and less original (see also Weiss in 
the Jahrb. f. d. Th. 1864, p. 52 ff.) edition of the Sermon on 
the Mount.’ According to Matthew, the choice of the Twelve 


1 That Matthew and Luke gave two distinct discourses, delivered in immediate 
succession (which Augustine supposed), that were related to one another as 
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had not yet occurred before the Sermon on the Mount ; never- 
theless it is implied in Matthew, not, indeed, sooner than at 
x. 1, but after the call of Matthew himself. Luke in substance 
follows Mark in what concerns the choice of the apostles. But 
he here assigns to the Sermon on the Mount—which Mark 
has not got at all—a position different from that in Matthew, 
following a tradition which attached itself to the locality of 
the choice of the apostles (76 dpos) as readily as to the descrip- 
tion and the contents of the sermon. See, moreover, Commen- 
tary on Matthew. According to Baur, indeed, Luke purposely 
took from the discourse its place of distinction, and sought in 
the Pauline interest to weaken it as much as possible. 

Vv. 12, 13. Comp. Mark iii. 13-15. — 70 dpos] as Matt. 
v. 1. — mpocevEacar x.7.d.] comp. on v. 16. — év TH Tpoo- 
evyn Tod Ocov| in prayer to God. Genitive of the object (see 
Winer, p. 167 [E. T. 231 f.}).— rods wantas adtod] in 





the wider sense. Comp. ver. 17.— Kai éxreEdp. «.7.d.] The 
connection is: “And after He had chosen for Himself from 
them twelve ... and (ver. 17) had come down with them, He 


took up His position on a plain, and (sez. orn, there stood 
there) a crowd of His disciples, and a great multitude of 
people . .. who had come to hear Him and to be healed ; and 
they that were tormented were healed of unclean spirits: and 
all the people sought,” etc. The discovery of Schleiermacher, 
that ékreEdp. denotes not the actual choice, but only a bring- 
ing them together, was a mistaken idea which the word itself 
ought to have guarded against. Comp. Acts i. 2. — ods Kai 
av. @vow.) An action concurring towards the choice, and 
therefore, according to Luke, contemporaneous (in opposition 


esoteric (given to the disciples exclusively) and exoteric (in the ears of the 
people), is neither to be established exegetically, nor is it reconcilable with the 
creative power of discourse manifested by Jesus at other times, in accordance with 
which He was certainly capable, at least, of extracting from the original dis- 
course what would be suitable for the people (in opposition to Lange, Z. J. II. 
2, p. 566 ff.). And how much does the discourse in Matthew contain which 
there was no reason for Jesus keeping back from the people in Luke’s supposed 
exoteric discourse! Comp. also Matt. vii. 28, from which passage it is clear 
that Matthew neither regarded the discourse as esoteric, nor knew anything of 
two discourses. 
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to Schleiermacher). Comp. Mark iii. 14, which is the source 
of this certainly anticipatory statement. 

Vv. 14-16. Comp. on Matt. x. 2-4; Mark ii. 16-19. — 
fmroT7v}] Comp. Acts i. 13. See on Matt. x. 4. — “Iovédav 
*‘Iax@Bov| Usually (including even Ebrard and Lange): Judas 
the brother of James, and therefore the son of Alphaeus; but 
without any foundation in exegesis. At least Jude 1 might 
be appealed to, where both Jude and James are natural 
brothers of the Lord. In opposition to supplying ddeAdgos, 
however, we have to point out in general, that to justify the 
supplying of the word a special reference must have preceded 
(as Alciphr. Zp. ii. 2), otherwise we must abide by the usual 
vios, as at ver. 15; further, that Matt. x. 2 mentions the pairs 
ot brothers among the apostles most precisely as such, but not 
among them James and Lebbaeus (who is to be regarded as 
identical with our Judas; see on Matt. x. 2%). Hence (so 
also Ewald), here and at Acts 1.13, we must read Judas son 
of James, of which James nothing further is known.? — 
mpodotns| Traitor (2 Mace. v. 15, x. 13, 22; 2 Tim. iii. 4); 
only here in the New Testament is Judas thus designated. 
Matthew has vapadovs, comp. Mark. Yet comp. Acts vii. 52. 
— Observe, moreover, that Luke here enumerates the four 
first-named apostles in pairs, as does Matthew; whereas in 
Acts i. 13 he places first the three most confidential ones, as 
does Mark. We see from this simply that in Acts i, 13 he 
followed a source containing the latter order, by which he 
held impartially and without any mechanical reconciliation 
with the order of the passage before us. The conclusion is 
much too hasty, which argues that Mark was not before him 

1 Ewald takes a different view, that even during the lifetime of Jesus "Indd«s 
"laxaBov had taken the place of the Thaddaeus (Lebbaeus), who had probably 
been cut off by death. See his Gesch. Chr. p. 323. In this way, indeed, the 
narrative of Luke in the passage before us, where the choice of the Twelve is 
related, would be incorrect. That hypothesis would only be capable of recon- 
ciliation with Acts i. 13. According to Schleiermacher also, L. J. p. 369, the 
persons of the apostolic band were not always the same, and the different 
catalogues belong to different periods. But when the evangelists wrote, the 
Twelve were too well known in Christendom, nay, too world-historical, to have 


allowed the enumeration of different individual members. 
2 Comp. Nonnus, Paraphrase of John xiv. 22: *lovdas vids "IaxeéLovo, 
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till Acts i. 13, and that when he wrote the Gospel he had 
not yet become acquainted with Mark’s work (Weizsiicker). 

Ver. 17. "Emi térov medivod] according to the connection 
of Luke (ver. 12, eis ro dpos; ver. 17, xataBds), cannot be 
otherwise understood than: on a plain; not: over a plain 
(Michaelis and Paulus); nor: on a small overhanging place 
of the declivity (Tholuck); comp. Lange, who calls the dis- 
course in Matthew the Swmmit-sermon, and that in Luke the 
Terrace-sermon. The divergence from Matt. v. 1 must be 
admitted, and remains still, even if a plateau is supposed 
on which jutted out a crest previously ascended by Jesus 
(Ebrard; comp. Grotius, Bengel, and others; a vacillating 
arbitrariness in Olshausen). Matthew’s narrative is original ; 
Luke has a later tradition. As the crowd of hearers, according 
to this later tradition, came from greater distances, and were 
thus represented as more numerous, a plain was needed to 
accommodate them. According to Baur, Lvang. p. 457, this 
divergence from Matthew is due also to the tendency of 
Luke to degrade the Sermon on the Mount, which would 
surely be a very petty sort of levelling. — nal dynos x.7.2.] 
scil. orn. See on ver. 13. <A similar structure in the 
narrative, viii. 1—3. 

Vv. 18,19. ’Azro mvevp. axa.] belongs to éOcpam. Comp. 
ver. 17, ta@fjvar ao. The xai before éOepamr. is not genuine. 
See the critical remarks. After €@epa7r. only a colon is to be 
placed; the description of the healings is continued. — xat 
‘ato mavt.| not to be separated from what precedes by a 
comma, but dvvayis is the subject. See v. 17.— éEnpy.] 
Comp. vill. 46: “Significatur non adventitia fuisse efficacia, 
sed Christo intrinseca é« tis Oelas picews,” Grotius. 

Vy. 20, 21. Kai adros] And He, on His part, as contrasted 
with this multitude of people seeking His word and His 
healing power. Comp. v. 1, 16. — es tods wabnt. adrod] in 
the wider sense, quite as in Matt. v. 2; for see vv. 13, 17. 
As in Matthew, so here also the discourse is delivered first 
of all for the circle of the disciples, but in presence of the 
people, and, moreover, for the people (vii. 1). The lifting 
up of His eyes on the disciples is the solemn opening move- 
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ment, to which in Matthew corresponds the opening of His 
mouth. — paxdproe x.7..] Luke has only four beatitudes, and 
omits (just as Matthew does in the case of wev@odvtes) all 
indication, not merely that «Aadovtes, but also that mrwyxoi 
and mesvavtes should be taken ethically, so that according to 
Luke Jesus has in view the poor and suffering earthly position 
of His disciples and followers, and promises to them compen- 
sation for it in the Messiah’s kingdom. The fourfold woe, 
then, in ver. 24 ff. has to do with those who are rich and 
prosperous on earth (analogous to the teaching in the narrative 
of the rich man and Lazarus); comp. i. 53. Certainly Luke 
has the /ater form of the tradition, which of necessity took 
its rise in consequence of the affliction of the persecuted 
Christians as contrasted with the rich, satisfied, laughing, 
belauded viois tod aid@vos tovTov; comp. the analogous 
passages in the Epistle of James, u. 5, v. 1 ff., iv. 9. This also 
is especially true of the denunciations of woe, which were 
still unknown to the first evangelist. Comp. Weiss in the 
Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1864, p. 58 f. (in opposition to Holtz- 
mann). That they were omitted in Matthew from motives 
of forbearance (Schenkel) is an arbitrary assumption, quite 
opposed to the spirit of the apostolic church; just as much 
as the notion that the poverty, etc., pronounced blessed in 
Matthew, should be interpreted spiritually. The late date of 
Luke’s composition, and the greater originality in general 
which is to be attributed to the discourse in Matthew, taken 
as it is from the Zogia,’ which formed the basis in an especial 
manner of this latter Gospel, make the reverse view less ‘pro- 
bable, that (so also Ewald, p. 211; comp. Wittichen in the 
Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1862, p. 323) the general expressions, as 
Luke has them, became more specific at a later date, as may 


' For the Logia, not a primitive Mark (Holtzmann), was the original source 
of the discourse. The form of it given by Luke is derived by Weizsiicker, 
p- 148, from the collection of discourses of the great intercalation (see on ix. 51), 
from which the evangelist transplanted it into the earlier period of the founda- 
tion of the church. But for the hypothesis of such a disruption of the great 
whole of the source of this intercalation, ix. 51 ff., there is no trace of proof 
elsewhere. Moreover, Weizsiicker aptly shows the secondary character of this 
discourse in Luke, both in itself and in comparison with Matthew. 
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be seen in Matthew, by reason of possible and partly of 
actually occurring misunderstanding. Moreover, the difference 
in itself is not to be got rid of (Tholuck says that the outer 
misery awakens the inner; Olshausen, that 7. wvevwate must 
in Luke be supplied !); probably, however, it is to be conceded 
that Jesus asswmes as existing the ethical condition of the 
promise in the case of His afflicted people (according to Luke’s 
representation) as in His believing and future members of 
the kingdom; hence the variation is no contradiction. The 
Lbionitic spirit is foreign to the Pauline Luke (in opposition 
to Strauss, I. p. 603 f.; Schwegler, and others). — tperépa] 
“ Applicatio solatii individualis ; congruit attollens, nam radii 
oculorum indigitant,” Bengel. — yoptac@. and yeddo.] corre- 
sponding representations of the Messianic blessedness. 

Ver. 22. Comp. Matt. v. 11 f.— adopicwow] from the 
congregation of the synagogue and the intercourse of common 
life. This is the excommunication 7 (Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. 
s.v.). Comp. John ix. 22. But that at that time there were 
already beside this simple excommunication one (077) or two 
(o9n and Nnbvi) still higher degrees (see, in general, Grotius . 
on this passage ; Winer, Realw.) is improbable (Gildemeister, 
Blendwerke d. vulgér. Ration. p. 10 ff.), and, moreover, is not 
to be inferred from what follows, wherein is depicted the 
hostility which is associated with the excommunication, — 
kai €xBddowot Tt. dv. by. ws Trovnp.] exBadr«ew is just the 
German wegwerfen, in the sense of contemptuous rejection, 
Plato, Pol. ii. p. 377 C, Crit. p. 46 B; Soph. 0. C. 637, 642; 
Ael. H. A. xi. 10; Kypke, I. p. 236; but 7d dvopa is not 
auctoritas (Kypke), nor a designation of the character or the 
faith (de Wette), nor the name of Christian (Ewald), which 
idea (comp. Matt. x. 42; Mark ix. 41) occurs in this place 
for the first time by means of the following évexa Tod viod T. 
avOp.; but the actual personal name, which designates the 
individual in question. Hence: when they shall have rejected 
your name (eg. John, Peter, ete.) as evil, i.e. as being of evil 
meaning, because it represents an evil man in your person,— 
on account of the Son of man,—ye know yourselves as His 
disciples. The singular évoua is distributive. Comp. Ael. 
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H. A. 5. 4; Polyb. xviii. 28. 4; Kriiger, § 44. 1. 7; Winer, 
p. 157 [E. T. 218]. Others interpret wrongly: When they 
shall have exiled you (Kuinoel), to express which would 
have required buds ws movnpovs; or: when they shall have 
struck out your names from the register of names (Beza and 
dthers quoted by Wolf, Michaelis also), which even in form 
would amount to an unusual tautology with adopic.; or: 
when they shall have spread your name abroad as evil (defamed 
you) (Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Schegg), which is un- 
grammatical, and not to be established by Deut. xxi. 19; or: 
when they declare it as evil (Bleek), which, nevertheless, 
would be very different from the classical émn é«Badrev, to 
cast up words, verba proferre (Hom. J/. vi. 324; Pind. Pyth. 
ii. 148); and, withal, how feeble and inexpressive ! 

Ver. 23. "Ev éxeivn t. jpep.] in which they shall have thus 
dealt with you. oxiptjoate: leap for joy. — Moreover, see 
on Matt. v.12; and as to the repeated ydp, the second of 
which is explanatory, on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11; Rom. viii. 6. 

Vv. 24, 25. The woes of the later tradition closely corre- 
sponding to the beatitudes. Comp. on ver. 20.— aAqjv] on 
the other hand, verumtamen, so that add also might be used 
as at ver. 35, xi. 41, and elsewhere. See Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 725.— tpiv] Conceive Jesus here extending His glance 
beyond the disciples (ver. 20) to a wider circle. — dzréyere] 
see on Matt. vi. 2. — Tv mapakxr. vpov] Instead of receiving 
the consolation which you would receive by possession of the 
Messiah’s kingdom (comp. ii. 25), if you belonged to the 
mTwyot, you have by anticipation what is accounted to you 
instead of that consolation! Comp. the history of the rich 
man, ch. xvi. Here the Messianic retributive punishment is 
described negatively, and by mewdoete, TwevO. Kk. KNavo., posi- 
tively. — éumeTTrnopévor] ye now are filled up, satisfied, Herod. 
i. 112. Comp. on Col. ii. 23. For the contrast, Luke i. 53. 
On the nominative, Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 123 [E. T. 141]. 

Ver. 26. This woe also, like the previous ones, and opposed 
to the fourth beatitude, ver. 22, must refer to the unbelievers, 
not to the disciples (so usually, see Kuinoel and de Wette), 
when perchance these latter should fall away, and thereby 
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gather praise of men. This is not justified by the reference 
to the false prophets of earlier times, which rather shows that 
in this ovai Jesus has in His view, as opposed to His dis- 
ciples, who had incurred hatred and persecution (ver. 23), the 
universally praised dignitaries of the Jewish theocracy and 
teachers of the people, whose business was ¢ntety avOpatrois 
apéoxew (Gal. i. 10). Jesus does not address His discourse 
very definitely and expressly to His followers until ver. 27. 
— 0 Tat. avtay] (Tav avOpérav, those regarded as Jews) so 
that they all lavished praise upon the false prophets; comp. 
Jer wie, xxiil-A Te; Miele dy 

Vv. 27, 28. Nevertheless, as far as concerns your conduct, 
those denunciations of woe are not to deter you, etc. Hence 
there is here no contrast destitute of point (Kostlin), although 
the sayings in vv. 27-36 are in Matthew more originally 
conceived and arranged (comp. Weiss in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 
1864, p. 55 f.).— Tots axovovaw] to you who hear, i.e. who 
give heed, rots meOopéevors prov, Euthymius Zigabenus. © This 
is required by the contrast. Moreover, comp. Matt. v. 44. — 
KaTapop.| with a dative, Hom. Od. xix. 330; Herod. iv. 184; 
Dem. 270. 20, 381.15; Xen. Anabd. vii. 7. 48. Elsewhere 
in the New Testament, in accordance with later usage (Wisd. 
xii. 11; Ecclus. iv. 5 f.), with an accusative. — érnpeagewv| 
to afflict, is connected by the classical writers with tw, also 
with twos. 

Ver. 29. See on Matt. v. 39 f.— azo Tod K.7.r.] Kwrdvew 
ato Twos, to keep back from any one; Xen. Cyrop. i. 3. 11: 
a70 cod Kodo; iii, 3. 51: dd Tdv aicypdv Kordcat; 
Gen. xxiii. 6. Erasmus says aptly: “ Subito mutatus numerus 
facit ad inculeandum praeceptum, quod unusquisque sic 
audire debeat quasi sibi uni dicatur.” 

Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. v. 42.  uxegetically, the uncondi- 
tional submission here required cannot to any extent be toned 
down by means of limitations mentally supplied (in opposi- 
tion to Michaelis, Storr, Kuinoel, and others). The ethical 
relations already subsisting in each particular case determine 
what limitations must actually be made. Comp. the remark 
after Matt. v. 41. — wavri] to every one. Exclude none, not 
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even your enemy. But Augustine says appropriately: “ Omni 
petenti te tribue, non omnia petenti; ut id des, quod dare 
honeste et juste potes.” — amaiter] demand back what he has 
taken from thee. Herod. i. 3: amactéew ‘Edevny, kal dixas 
THs apTayhs aitéew. 

Ver. 31. Comp. Matt. vii. 12. To the injunction given 
and specialized at ver. 27 ff. of the love of one’s enemy, Jesus 
now adds the general moral rule (Theophylact : vopov éudutov 
év Tals Kapdlais tov éyyeypaupevov), from which, moreover, 
results the duty of the love of one’s enemy. It is self-evident 
that while this general principle is completely applicable to 
the love of one’s enemy in itself and in general, it is applicable 
to the special precepts mentioned in vv. 29, 30 only in 
accordance with the zdea (of self-denial), whose concrete repre- 
sentation they contain: hence ver. 31 is not in this place 
inappropriate (in opposition to de Wette). — Kal cadas x.7.d.] 
a simple carrying forward of the discourse to the general 
principle: and, in general, as ye, etc. — iva] Contents of the 
déXere under the notion of purpose—ye will, that they should, 
etc. Comp. Mark vi. 25, ix. 30, x. 35; John xvii. 24; 
1 Cor. xiv. 5. See also Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, 
p. 62 f. 

Vv. 32-34. Comp. Matt. v. 46 f. — xa/] simply continuing : 
And, in order still more closely to lay to heart this general 
love—if ye, etc.— Toia tui yxapis éoti ;| what thanks have 
you ? i.e. what kind of a recompense is there for you? The 
divine recompense is meant (ver. 35), which is represented as 
a return of beneficence under the idea of thanks (“ ob benevolum 
dantis affectum,” Grotius); Matthew, ysobds. — of dwaptorot | 
Matthew, of teAdvar and of éOvcxoi. But Luke is speaking 
not from the national, but from the ethical point of view: the 
sinners (not to be interpreted: the heathen, the definite men- 
tion of whom the Pauline Luke would not have avoided). As 
my faithful followers, ye are to stand on a higher platform ot 
morality than do such unconverted ones. — 7a ica] (to be 
accented thus, see on Mark xiv. 56) the return equivalent to 
the loan. Tischendorf has in ver. 34 the forms of daviGeuw 
(Anth. XI. 390). 
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Ver. 35. IIdyv] but, verumtamen, as at ver. 24. — pndéev 
amen iCovtes| The usual view, “ nihil inde sperantes” (Vulgate ; 
so also Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, 
Castalio, Salmasius, Casaubon, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, 
Valckenaer, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, 
and others), is in keeping with the context, ver. 34, but is 
ungrammatical, and therefore decidedly to be given up. The 
meaning of cedmifew is desperare ; it belongs to later Greek, 
and frequently occurs in Diodorus and Polybius, which latter, 
moreover (xxxi. 8. 11), has dmedmicpos, desperatio. Comp. 
Wetstein. An erroneous use of the word, however, is the less 
to be attributed to Luke, that it was also familiar to him from 
the LXX. (Isa. xxix. 19) and the Apocrypha (2 Macc. ix. 18, 
where also the accusative stands with it, Ecclus. xxii. 21, 
xxvul. 21; Judith ix. 11). Hence the true meaning is “ nihil 
desperantes” (codd. of It.; so also Homberg, Elsner, Wetstein, 
Bretschneider, Schegg). It qualifies dya@omroveite x. Savetfere, 
and pndev is the accusative of the object: inasmuch as ye con- 
sider nothing (nothing which ye give up by the dya@ozrovety 
and daveifew) as lost (comp. amedrifew to Chv, Diod. xvii. 
106), bring no offering hopelessly (namely, with respect to the 
recompense, Which ye have not to expect from men),—and how 
will this hope be fulfilled! Your reward will be great, ete. 
Thus in pydev amedrifovtes is involved the wap éAmida én’ 
érmids mucteveww (Rom. iv. 18) in reference to a higher reward, 
where the temporal recompense is not to be hoped for, the 
“qui nil potest sperare, desperet nihil” (Seneca, Med. 163), 
in reference to the everlasting recompense. —— kal éceae viol 
vy.] namely, in the Messiah’s kingdom. See xx. 36, and on 
Matt. v.9, 45. In general, the designation of believers as sons 
of God in the temporal life is Pauline (in John: réxva @eod), 
but not often found in the synoptic Gospels. See Kaeuffer in 
the Sachs. Stud. 1843, p. 197 ff, — 67e adres x.7.r.] Since He, 
on His part, etc. The reason here given rests on the ethical 
presupposition that the divine Sonship in the Messiah’s king- 
dom is destined for those whose dealings with their fellow-men 
are similar to the dealings of the Father. 

Vv. 36-38. From this exemplar of the divine benignity in 
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general Jesus now passes over (without odv, see the critical 
remarks) to the special duty of becoming compassionate (yiveo@e) 
after God’s example (éo7/), and connects therewith (ver. 37 f.) 
other duties of love with the corresponding Messianic promises. 
On ver. 37 f. comp. Matt. vii. 1 f. — arodvere] set free, xxii. 68, 
xxiii. 16. The opposite of what is previously forbidden. — 
pétpov Kadov x.7.d.] a more explicit explanation of SoOjceras, 
and a figurative description of the fulness of the Messianic 
blessedness, od yap getdopévws avtietped 0 KUpLOs, GAG 
mrovolws, Theophylact.— xarov] a good, i.e. not scanty or 
insufficient, but a full measure ; among the Rabbins, 7nw 77, 
see Schoettgen, I. p. 273. Observe the climax of the predi- 
cates, in respect of all of which, moreover, it is a measure of 
dry things that is conceived of even in the case of vzrepexy., 
in connection wherewith Bengel incongruously conceives of 
fluidity. Instead of tepexytvw, Greek writers (Diodorus, 
Aelian, etc.) have only the form d7epexyéw. Instead of 
cadevw, of close packing by means of shaking, Greek writers 
use gaddoow. See Lobeck, Pathol. p. 87; Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
VIL. p. 95, XL. p. 70.— decovew] tives; of evepyeTnbévtes 
mTavTws’ Tod Ocod yap arodidovTos bTrép a’Tav avtol Soxodow 
amroé.dovar, Euthymius Zigabenus. But the context offers no 
definite subject at all. Hence in general : the persons who give 
(Kiihner, II. p. 35 f.). It is not doubtful who they ave: the 
servants who execute the judgment, ae the angels, Matt. 
xxiv. 31. Comp. on xvi. 9.—«éAzros] the gathered fold of 
the wide upper garment bound together by the girdle, Jer. 
xxxll. 18; Isa. Ixv. 6; Ruth i. 15; Wetstein and Kypke 
in loc.—7T@ yap avT® pétpw] The identity of the measure ; 
eg. if your measure is giving, beneficence, the same measure 
shall be applied in your recompense. The d00yo. tpuiv does 
not exclude the larger quantity of the contents at the judgment 
(see what precedes). Theophylact appropriately says: éote 
yap Sidovar TO avTe péTpw, ov NV TOToUTY. 

Ver. 39 has no connection with what precedes ; but, as 
Luke hiniself indicates by eizre «.7.X., begins a new, independent 
portion of the discourse. — The meaning of the parable: He 
to whom on his part the knowledge of the divine truth is 
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wanting cannot lead others who have it not to the Messianic 
salvation ; they will both fall into the Gehenna of moral error 
and confusion on the way. Comp. Matt. xv. 14, where is 
the original place of the saying. 

Ver. 40. The rationale of the preceding statement: Both 
shall fall into a ditch,—therefore not merely the teacher, but 
the disciple also. Otherwise the disciple must surpass his 
teacher—a result which, even in the most fortunate circum- 
stances, is not usually attamed. This is thus expressed: A 
disciple is not above his teacher, but every one that is fully pre- 
pared shall be as his teacher, 1.e. when he has received the 
complete preparation in the school of his teacher he will be 
equal to his teacher. He will not surpass him. But the 
disciple must surpass his teacher (in knowledge, wisdom, dis- 
position, etc.) if he were not to fall into perdition along with 
him. The view: he will be trained as his teacher (Kuinoel, 
de Wette, Bleek, and others), 7¢ he will be lke him in 
knowledge, disposition, etc., satisfies neither the idea of the 
specially chosen word xarypr., nor its emphatic position, nor 
the correlation of uép and ws. As to xatnpticp., see on 
1 Cor.i.10. The saying in Matt. x. 24 f has a different 
significance and reference, and cannot be used to limit the 
meaning here (in opposition to Linder’s misinterpretation in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 562). 

Vy. 41, 42. Luke is not, with confused reminiscence, 
turning back to Matt. vii. 3 f. (an opposition to de Wette), 
but the train of thought is: “but in order not to be blind 
leaders of the blind ye must, before ye would judge (ver. 41) 
and improve (ver. 42) the moral condition of others, first 
seriously set about your own knowledge of yourself (ver. 41) 
and improvement of yourself (ver. 42).” Luke puts the two 
passages together, but he does it logically. 

Vv. 43, 44. Comp. Matt. vii, 16-18, xii. 83 f For’ a 
man’s own moral disposition is related to his agency upon 
others, just as is the nature of the trees to their fruits (there 
is no good tree which produces corrupt fruit, etc.), for (ver. 44) 


1 Bengel aptly says on this y#p: ‘Qui sua trabe laborans alienam festucam 
petit, est similis arbori malae bonum fructum affectanti.” 
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in the case of every tree the peculiar fruit is that from 
which the tree is known.—ovdé radu Sévdpov] (see the 
critical remarks) nor, on the other hand, vice versa, etc. Comp. 
Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 4; Plat. Gorg. p. 482 D, and elsewhere. 

Ver. 45. The application. Comp. Matt. xii. 35. — mpodépes 
«.T.W. refers here also to spoken words. See é« yap «.7.X. 

Ver. 46. The verification, however, of the spoken word 
which actually goes forth out of the good treasure of the heart 
lies not in an abstract confessing of Me, but in joining there- 
with the doing of that which I say. 

Vv. 47-49. See on Matt. vii. 24-27. — éoxawe x. éBabvve] 
not a Hebraism for: he dug deep (Grotius and many others), 
but a rhetorically emphatic description of the proceeding: he 
dug and deepened. See Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 588]., Even 
Beza aptly says: “ Crescit oratio.” — éml r. 7érpav] down to 
which he had deepened (sunk his shaft). This is still done 
in Palestine in the case of solid buildings. See Robinson, 
Palestine, UI. p. 428.— did 76 Karas oikodopeicOa adryy| 
(see the critical remarks) because it (in respect of its founda- 
tion) was well built (namely, with foundation laid upon the rock). 
—dkovoas ... troioas] shall have heard .. . shall have 
done, namely, in view of the irruption of the last times, full 
of tribulation, before the Parousia.— Kat éyéveto x«.7.r.] in 
close connection with éece, and both with evOéws: and the 
ruin of that house was great; a figure of the am@dea in 
contrast with the everlasting fw, ver. 48, at the Messianic 
judgment, 
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CHAPTER. Vit 


Ver. 1. évzi 62] Lachm. and Tisch. have és64, following A B 
C* X 254, 299. This evidence is decisive, especially as D 
(comp. codd. of It.) is not opposed, for it has xa/ éyévero Gre. 
K has ére64 62, whence is explained the rise of the Recepta. — 
Ver. 4. sapé=n] So also Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is 
sapece, 1 Opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 10. dodevodvre | 
is not found, indeed, in B L8, min. Copt. codd. of It. (deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch.); but it is to be maintained, as the 
evidence in its favour is preponderating ; the omission is very 
easily to be explained from the possibility of dispensing with 
the word, but there was no reason to suggest its addition. — 
Ver. 11. Instead of & + é£%s, which Griesb. has approved, and 
Lachm. has in the margin, the edd. have év r7 ¢&7:. The evidence 
for the two readings is about equally balanced. We must come to 
a conclusion according to the usage of Luke, who expresses “on 
the following day” by +7 2&%s, always without év (Acts xxi. 1, xxv. 
17, xxvii. 18; moreover, in Luke ix. 37, where vis to be deleted) ; 
we must therefore read in this place é r@ ¢&%s. Comp. vill. 1. 
Otherwise Schulz. — ixavw/] is wanting in B D F Lk, min. and 
most of the vss. Bracketed by Lachm. It is to be retained 
(even against Rinck, Lucubr. Crit. p. 321), the more so on 
account of the frequency of the simple of wadyrui airod, and the 
facility, therefore, wherewith IKANOI might be passed over by 
occasion of the following letters KAIO.— Ver. 12. After ixavés 
Elz. Scholz. Tisch. have 7», which is condemned by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm.; it is wanting in authorities so important 
that it appears as supplementary, as also does the 7, which 
Lachm. Tisch. read before y7pa, although this latter has still 
stronger attestation. — Ver. 16. éyjyepras] A B C LER, min. 
have 7p, in favour of which, moreover, D bears witness by 
2Enyépy. On this evidence it is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be 
preferred. — Ver. 21. Instead of airy 62, Tisch. has éxeivm on 
evidence too feeble, and without sufficient internal reason. — 
Elz. Scholz have ri Bare. This +é might, in consequence of the 
preceding éyapicw TO, have just as easily dropt out as slipped 
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in. But on the ground of the decidedly preponderating counter 
evidence, it is by Lachm. and Tisch. rightly deleted. — Ver. 22. 
iri] is wanting, it is true, in important authorities (although 
they are not preponderating), and is deleted by Lachm.; but 
the omission is explained from Matt. xi. 5.— Vv. 24-26. 
Instead of 2ZeAnaddare, A BD L 2 ® (yet in ver. 26 not A also) 
have ¢&4Aéare; so Lachm. It is from Matt. xi. 7-9. — Ver. 27. 
?yw] is wanting in B D L 2x, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of 
It. Marcion, and is left out by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition 
from Matth. — Ver. 28. zpcg4rnz] is deleted,indeed, by Lachm. (in 
accordance with B K LM X 2x, min. vss. and Fathers), but was 
omitted in accordance with Matt. xi. 11, from which place, on the 
other hand, was added rod Caurrisrod (rightly deleted by Tisch.). 
— Ver. 31. Before riv Elz. has ceive 62 6 xipios, IM Opposition to 
decisive evidence. An exegetical addition, in respect of which 
the preceding passage was taken as historical narration. — Ver. 
32. Instead of zai réyouow, Tisch. has, on too feeble evidence, 
néyoures. — Ver. 34. The arrangement Qidcs redwy. 18 decisively 
attested. The reverse order (Elz.) is from Matth.— Ver. 35. 
aévrwv | Lachm. and Tisch. §¥"°Ps: [not Tisch. 8] have this imme- 
diately after dxé, but in opposition to preponderating evidence. 
It was omitted in accordance with Matt. xi. 19 (so still in D F 
LM X, min. Arm. Syr.), and then restored to the position 
suggested by the most ordinary use. — Ver. 36. The readings 
roy oizoy and xarexdrién (Lachm. Tisch.) are, on important 
evidence, to be adopted; dvax’. was more familiar to the tran- 
seribers ; Luke alone has zarax2.— Ver. 37. aris jv] is found 
in different positions. BL =x, vss. Lachm. Tisch. rightly have 
it after yu7. In D it is wanting, and from this omission, which 
is to be exvlained from the possibility of dispensing with the 
words, arose their restoration before duapr., to which they 
appeared to belong. — Instead of dydxeras is to be read, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., zardéxeras, Comp. on ver. 36.— Ver. 42. 6é, 
both here and at ver. 43, has authorities so important against it 
that it appears to have been inserted as a connective particle ; 
it is deleted by Tisch. — <izé is wanting in BD L 28, min. Syr. 
Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug. Suspected by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm, and Tisch. But why should it have been 
added? The entire superfluousness of it was the evident cause 
of its omission. — Ver. 44. After dpi Elz. has rijg xepaars, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. An addition from ver. 38. 


Vy. 1-10. See on Matt. viii, 5-13. In the present form 
of Mark’s Gospel the section must have been lost at the same 
LUKE II, L 
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time with the Sermon on the Mount, iii. 19 (Ewald, Holtz- 
mann); both are supposed to have existed in the primitive 
Mark. Comp. on Mark iii. 19.— érdjpwoe] cum absolvisset, 
so that nothing more of them was wanting, and was left 
behind. Comp. 1 Mace. iv. 19 (cod. A); Eusebius, H. £. 
iv. 15: wAnpwcavtos tiv mpocevynv. Comp. cuverédece, 
Matt. vii. 28.— axods] as Mark vil. 35.— The healing of 
the leper, which Matthew introduces before the healing of the 
servant, Luke has inserted already at v. 12 ff— Ver. 3. 
mpecButépous| as usually: elders of the people, who also on 
their part were sufficiently interested in respect of the circum- 
stance mentioned at ver. 5. Hence not: chiefs of the synagogue ; 
apxecvvaywryous, Acts xiii. 15, xviii. 8, 17.— a&i0s éotu, 6] 
equivalent to a&ds eotw, va adt@. See Kiihner, § 802. 4; 
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 198 [E. T. 229].— €dO@v] Subse- 
quently, in ver. 6, he changed his mind ; his confidence rose to 
a higher pitch, so that he is convinced that he needs not to 
suggest to Him the coming at all.— Ver. 4. mapé&] The 
Recepta trapé&es, as the second person, is not found anywhere ; 
for des and BovrAe (Winer, p. 70 [E. T. 89]) are forms 
sanctioned by usage, to which also is to be added otev; but 
other verbs are found only in Aristophanes and the tragic 
writers (Matthaei, p. 462; Reisig, ad Soph. Oed. O. p. xxii. f.). 
If wapéEes were genuine, it would be the third person of the 
future active (min. : wapé£evs), and the words would contain 
the utterance of the petitioners among themselves. — Vv. 5, 6. 
autos] tpse, namely, of his own means.’ The Gentile builder 
did not prejudice the sanctity of the building, because that 
came by means of the consecration. See Lightfoot, p. 778. 
— dirovs] as xv. 6; Acts x. 24, kinsfolk, relatives; see 
Niigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 374.— Ver. 7. 80] on 
account of my unworthiness. — od6€] not at all. — éwavrov] in 
reference to those who had been sent, who were to represent him, 


1 He was such a friend of Judaism, and dwelt in the Jewish land. This was 
a sufficient reason for Jesus treating him quite differently from the way in which 
He afterwards treated the Syrophoenician woman. Hilgenfeld persists in tracing 
Matt. viii. 5 ff. to the supposed universalistic retouching of Matthew. See his 
Zeitschr, 1865, p. 48 ff. 
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ver. 3.— ais] equivalent to doddos, ver. 2. According to 
Baur, it is an unmerited accusation against Luke that he 
erroneously interpreted the mais of his original source, and 
nevertheless by oversight allowed it to remain in this place 
(Holtzmann). — Ver. 8. td é€ouvc. tacoou.| an expression of 
military subordination : one who is placed under orders. Luke 
might also have written tetaypevos, but the present depicts 
in a more lively manner the concrete relation as 7 constantly 
occurs in the service. — Ver. 10. tov adcbevodvta 6. tryaiv.| the 
sick slave well (not: recovering). acevodvta, present participle, 
spoken from the point of view of the wewOévtes, ver. 6. Ov 
yap dua... vyaiver Te Kal voce? 0 advOpwros, Plat. Gory. 
p. 495 E. As an explanation of this miraculous healing from 
a distance, Schenkel can here suggest only the “ extraordinary 
spiritual excitement” of the sick person. 

Vv. 11, 12. The raising of the young man at Nain ()'8), a 
pasture ground, situated in a south-easterly direction from 
Nazareth, now a little hamlet of the same name not far from 
Endor; see Robinson, Pal. III. p. 469; Ritter, Hrdk. XV. 
p- 407) is recorded in Luke alone ; it is uncertain whether he 
derived the narrative from a written source or from oral tradi- 
tion. — €v r@ €&f5] in the time that followed thereafter, to be 
construed with éyév. Comp. viii. 1.— wa@ntai] in the wider 
sense, vi. 13, xvii. 20. — ‘xcavo/] in considerable number, Mehl- 
horn, De adjectivor. pro adverb. pos. ratione et usu, Glog. 1828, p. 
9 ff.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 4. 12.— as S€ Hyyioe... Kai 
idov| This «aé introducing the apodosis is a particle denoting 
something additional: also. Comp. ii. 21.. When He drew near, 
behold, there also was, ete. See, moreover, Acts i. 11, x. 17. — 
TH pntpt avtod| Comp. ix. 38 ; Herod. vii. 221: réov 5é maida 
...€0VTa ot ouvoyevéa ; Aeschyl. Ag. 872: povoyevés téxvov 
matpi; Tob. iii, 15; Judg. xi. 34; Winer, p. 189 [E. T. 
264 f.].-——The tombs (é&exouifero, comp. Acts v. 6) were 
outside the towns. See Doughty, Anal. II. p. 50 ff. — cat 
attn x7jpa] scil. iv, which, moreover, is actually read after 
avrTn by important authorities. It should be written in its 
simplest form, airy (Vulg. and most of the codd. of It. have : 
haec). Beza: «. aitH yipa (et ipsi quidem viduae). 
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Vv. 13-15. The sympathy with the mother was in itself 
sufficiently well founded, even without the need of any 
special (perhaps direct) acquaintance with her circumstances. 
— pn Kdaie] “Consolatio ante opus ostendit operis certo 
futuri potestatem,” Bengel.— The coffin (% copos) was an 
uncovered chest. See Wetstein in loc.; Harmar, Beod. II. 
p. 141.— The mere touch without a word caused the bearers 
to stand still. A trait of the marvellous. — veavicxe, coi X.] 
The preceding touch had influenced the bearers. — avexabicev| 
He sat upright. Comp. Acts ix. 40; Xen. Cyr. v. 19; Plat. 
Phaed. p. 60 B: dvaxabifopevos ert thv krivnv, and thereon 
Stallbaum. — édwxev] Comp. ix. 42. His work had now been 
done on him. 

Vv. 16, 17. Boos] Fear, the first natural impression, 
v. 26.—6tt ... Kat 6re] not recitative (so usually), but 
argumentative (Bornemann), as i. 25: (we praise God) because 

.. and because. The recitative 67+ occurs nowhere (not even 
in iv. 10) twice in the same discourse; moreover, it is quite 
arbitrary to assume that in the second half, which is by no 
means specifically different from the first, we have the words 
of others (Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek). — They saw in this miracle 
a onuetov of a great prophet, and in His appearance they saw 
the beginning of the Messianic deliverance (comp. i. 68, 78), 
—0 Royos ovTos] This saying, namely, that a great prophet 
with his claim made good by a raising from the dead, ete. — 
év OAn T. Iovd.] a pregnant expression: in the whole of Judaea, 
whither the saying had penetrated. Comp. Thucyd. iv. 42: éy 
Aevxadia arynecav. Judaca is not here to be understood in the 
narrower sense of the province, as though this were specified 
as the theatre of the incident (Weizsicker), but in the wider 
sense of Palestine in general (i. 5); and by év macy TH 
mepty@po, which is not to be referred to the neighbourhood 
of Nain (Kostlin, p. 231), it is asserted that the rumour had 
spread abroad even beyond the limits of Palestine. — rept 
avtov| so that He was mentioned as the subject of the rumour. 
Comp. v. 15. 


ReMARK.—The natural explanation of this miracle as of the 
awakening of a person only apparently dead (Paulus, Ammon ; 
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comp. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 233) so directly conflicts with 
the Gospel narrative, and, moreover, places Jesus in so injurious 
a light of dissimulation and pretence, that it is decisively to 
be rejected, even apart from the fact that in itself it would be 
improbable, nay monstrous, to suppose that as often as dead 
people required His help, He should have chanced every time 
upon people only apparently dead (to which class in the end even 
He Himself also must have belonged after His crucifixion !). 
Further, the allegorical explanation (Weisse), as well as also the 
identification of this miracle with the narrative of the daughter 
of Jairus (Gfrorer, Heil. Sage, I. p. 194), and finally, the mythical 
solution (Strauss), depend upon subjective assumptions, which 
are not sufficient to set aside the objective historical testimony, 
all the more that this testimony is conjoined, in respect of the 
nature of the miracle, with that of Matthew (Jairus’ daughter) and 
that of John (Lazarus); and to suspect the three narratives of rais- 
ings from the dead taken together because of the gradual climax 
of their attendant circumstances (Woolston, Strauss : death-bed, 
coffin, grave) is inadmissible, because Luke has not the history of 
the raising on the death-bed until later (viii. 50 ff.), and therefore 
was not consciously aware of that progression to a climax. The 
raisings of the dead, attested beyond all doubt by all the four 
evangelists, referred to by Jesus Himself among the proofs of 
His divine vocation (Matt. xi. 5; Luke vii. 22), kept in lively 
remembrance in the most ancient church (Justin, Ap. 1. 48. 22; 
Origen, c. Cels. ii. 48), and hence not to be left on one side as 
problematical (Schleiermacher, Weizsicker), are analogous oneia 
of the specific Messianic work of the future dvacracic vexpav. 


Vv. 18-35. See on Matt. xi. 2-19. . Matthew has for 
reasons of his own given this history a different and less 
accurate position, but he has related it more fully, not 
omitting just at the beginning, as Luke does, the mention 
of the Baptist’s zmprisonment. Luke follows another source. 
— epi tmavtwy tovTwy| such as the healing of the servant 
and the raising of the young man.’— Ver. 21. Luke also, 
the physician, here and elsewhere (comp. vi. 17 f., v. 40 f.) 
distinguishes between the naturally sick people and demoniacs. 
Besides, the whole narrative passage, vv. 20, 21, is an addi- 

1 Luke also thus makes the sending of John’s disciples to be occasioned by 


the works, the doings of Jesus, as Matthew (éy«). This in opposition to 
Wieseler (in the Gott. Vierteljahrsschr. 1845, p. 197 ff.). 
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tion by Luke in his character of historian. — cal tuddr.] and 
especially, ete.— éyapicato| “magnificum verbum,” Bengel. 
Ver. 25. tpudy] not to be referred to clothing, but to be taken 
generally, uawry.— Ver. 27. Mal. iii. 1 is here, as in Matt. 
and in Mark i. 2, quoted in a similarly peculiar form, which 
differs from the LXX. The citation in this form had already 
become sanctioned by usage. — Ver. 28. mpodytns] The 
reflectiveness of a later period is manifest in the insertion of 
this word. Matthew is original. — Vv. 29, 30 do not con- 
tain an historical notice introduced by Luke by way of com- 
ment (Paulus, Bornemann, Schleiermacher, Lachmann, Kostlin, 
Hilgenfeld, Bleek, following older commentators), for his 
manner elsewhere is opposed to this view, and the spurious- 
ness of efzre dé 0 KUptos, ver. 31 (in Elz.), is decisive ; but the 
words are spoken by Jesus, who alleges the differing result 
which the advent of this greatest of the prophets had produced 
among the people and among the hierarchs. In respect of 
this, it is to be conceded that the words in their relation to 
the power, freshness, and rhetorical vividness of what has gone 
before bear a more historical stamp, and hence might reason- 
ably be regarded as a later interpolation of tradition (Weisse, 
II. p. 109, makes them an echo of Matt. xxi. 31 f.; comp. 
de Wette, Holtzmann, and Weiss); Ewald derives them from 
the Logia, where, however, their original place was, according 
to him, after ver. 27. — édvcalwoav 7. Ocov] they justified God, 
ie. they declared by their act that His will to adopt the 
baptism of John was right. — Barrio A. is contemporancous. — 
tiv Bovdyv tod Oecd] namely, to become prepared by the 
baptism of repentance for the approaching kingdom of Messiah. 
This counsel of God’s will (SovAs, comp. on Eph. i. 11) they 
annulled (0ér.), they abolished, since they frustrated its 
realization through their disobedience. Beza says pertinently : 
“ Abrogarunt, nempe quod ad ipsius rei exitum attinet, quo 
evasit ipsis exitii instrumentum id, quod eos ad resipiscentiam 
et salutem vocabat.” — els éavtovs] with respect to themselves, a 
closer limitation of the reference of 0étncav.' Bornemann 
(comp. Castalio): “ guantwm ab ipsis pendebat” (“alios enim 


1 Bengel justly observes: ‘‘nam ipsum Dei consilium non potuere tollere.” 
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passi sunt,” etc.). This would be 70 els éavrods (Soph. Oed. 
R. 706; Eur. Jph. 7. 697, and. elsewhere). — Ver. 31. rods 
av@p. tT. yev. T.] is related not remotely to ver. 29 (Holtzmann), 
but Jesus means to have the general designation applied (see 
also ver. 34) to the hierarchs, ver. 30, not to mas o dads. 
Comp. Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4. — eolv om.] eiov has the emphasis. 
— Ver. 33. As to the form és@mv, as we must write with 
Tischendorf [Tisch. 8 has éc@/wyv], comp. on Mark i. 6. 
The limitations dptov and oivov, which are not found in 
Matthew, betray themselves to be additions of a later tradi- 
tion, the former being an echo of Matt. ii. 4; Mark i. 6. — 
Ver. 35. See on Matt. xi. 19, and observe the appropriate 
reference of the expression édvcavw0n «.7.d. to edvKalwcay T. 
@ecov, ver. 29. Even Theophylact, who is mistaken in his inter- 
pretation of Matt. /.c., expresses in this place the substantially 
correct view that the divine wisdom which revealed itself in 
Jesus and the Baptist received its practical justification in the 
conduct of their followers." Bornemann considers these words 
as a continuation of the antagonistic saying idov . . . apap- 
Twdov, and, indeed, as bitterly dronical : “ Et (dicitis): probari, 
spectari solet sapientia, quae Johannis et Christi propria est, 
in filiis ejus omnibus, ze. in fructibus ejus omnibus.” It is 
against this view that, apart from the taking of the aorist in 
the sense of habitual action (see on Matt. l.c.), téxva tis 
codias can denote only persons; that, according to the 
parallelism with ver. 33, the antagonistic judgment does not 
go further than duaptwrav; and that Jesus would scarcely 
break off his discourse with the quotation of an antagonistic 
sarcasm instead of delivering with His own judgment a final 
decision in reference to the contradictory phenomena in ques- 
tion. — wavtwv] added at the end for emphasis, not by mistake 
(Holtzmann, Weiss), serves to confirm what is consolatory in 
the experience declared by édvcaiwOn x.7.r. 

Ver. 36. This narrative of the anointing is distinct from 
that given in Matt. xxvi. 6 ff.; Mark xiv. 3 ff.; John xu. 1 ff. 

1 Comp. Pressel, Philolog. Miscellen iib. d. Evang. Matth. (Schulprogramm), 


Ulm 1865, p. 3 f., who nevertheless takes 27s in the sense of in (Matt. vii. 16 
aud elsewhere), without essential difference of meaning, 
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See on Matt. xxvi. 6. The supposition that there was only 
one incident of the kind, can be indulged only at Luke's 
expense. He must either himself have put aside the actual 
circumstances, and have added new circumstances (Hug, 
Gutacht. II. p. 98), which is in itself quite improbable, or he 
must have followed a tradition which had transferred the 
later incident into an earlier period; comp. Ewald, Bleek, 
Holtzmann, Schenkel, Weizsiicker; Schleiermacher also, accord- 
ing to whom Luke must have adopted a distorted narrative ; 
and Hilgenfeld, according to whom he must have remodelled 
the older narrative on a Pauline basis. But the accounts of 
Mark and Matthew presuppose a tradition so constant as to 
time and place, that the supposed erroneous (John xii. 1 ff.) 
dislocation of the tradition, conjoined with free remodelling, 
as well as its preference on the part of Luke, can commend 
itself only less than the hypothesis that he is relating an 
anointing which actually occurred earlier, and, on the other 
hand, has passed over the similar subsequent incident ; hence 
it is the less to be conceived that Simon could have been the 
husband of Martha (Hengstenberg). Notwithstanding the 
fact that the rest of the evangelists relate an anointing, Baur 
has taken our narrative as an allegorical poem (see his Evang. 
p. 501), which, according to him, has its parallel in the sec- 
tion concerning the woman taken in adultery. Strauss 
sought to confuse together the two narratives of anointing 
and the account of the woman taken in adultery. Accord- 
ing to Ejichthal, IJ. p. 252, the narrative is an interpolation, 
and that the most pernicious of all from a moral point of 
view ! 

Vy. 37, 38. “Hrs jv év 7. rode dwapt.] According to this 
arrangement (see the critical remarks): who in the city was a 
sinner: she was in the city a person practising prostitution." 
See on dpaptwrds in this sense, Wetstein in loc. ; Dorvill, ad 
Char. p. 220. Comp. on John viii. 7. The woman through 


1 Grotius says pertinently: ‘‘ Quid mirum, tales ad Christum confugisse, 
cum et ad Johannis baptismum venerint? Matt. xxi. 32.” Schleiermacher 
ought not to have explained it away as the ‘‘sinful woman in the general sense.” 
She had been a xépvn (Matt. xxi. 31), 
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the influence of Jesus (it is unknown how; perhaps only by hear- 
ing His preaching and by observation of His entire ministry) 
had attained to repentance and faith, and thereby to moral 
renewal. Now the most fervent love and reverence of grati- 
tude to her deliverer urge her to show Him outward tokens of 
these sentiments. She does not speak, but her tears, etc., are 
more eloquent than speech, and they are understood by Jesus. 
The tmperfect jv does not stand for the pluperfect (Kuinoel and 
others), but Luke narrates from the standpoint of the public 
opinion, according to which the woman still was (ver. 39) what 
she, and that probably not long before, had been. The view, 
handed down from ancient times in the Latin’ Church (see 
Sepp, LZ. J. Il. p. 281 ff; Schege im Joc.), and still defended 
by Lange,’ to whom therefore the wodus is Magdala, which 
identifies the woman with Mary Magdalene (for whose festival 
the narrative before us is the lesson), and further identifies 
the latter with the sister of Lazarus, is, though adopted even 
by Hengstenberg, just as groundless (according to viii. 2, 
moreover, morally inadmissible) as the supposition that the 
mods in the passage before us is Jerusalem (Paulus in his 
Comment. wu. Exeg. Handb. ; in his Leben Jesu: Bethany). Nain 
may be meant, ver. 11 (Kuinoel). It is safer to leave it 
indefinite as the city in which dwelt the Pharisee in question. 
—oéricw mapa t. 708. adt.] According to the well-known 
custom at meals, Jesus reclined, with naked feet, and these 
extended dehind Him, at table. — 7p£aTo] vividness of descrip- 
tion attained by making conspicuous the first thing done. — 
Ths Kkeparrs] superfluous in itself, but contributing to the 
vivid picture of the proof of affection. — xatepire] as Matt. 
xxvi. 49. Comp. Polyb. xv. 1. 7: dyevvdas tods mddas 
Katagidotey TOV ev TH ouvedpiw. Among the ancients the 
kissing of the feet was a proof of deep veneration (Kypke, I. 
p- 242; Dorvill, ad Charit. p. 203), which was manifested 
especially to Rabbins (Othonius, Lex. p. 233 ; Wetstein in loc.). 
— The tears of the woman were those of painful remembrance 
and of thankful emotion. 

Vv. 39, 40. To the Pharisee in his legal coldness and 

’ Heller follows him in Herzog’s Encykl. IX. p. 104. 
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conceit, the essence, the moral character of the proceeding, 
remains entirely unknown; he sees in the fact that Jesus 
acquiesces in this homage of the sinful woman the proof that 
He does not know her, and therefore is no prophet, because 
He allows Himself unawares to be defiled by her who is 
unclean. — odtos] placed first with an emphasis of deprecia- 
tion. — motamy| of what character, 1. 29.— Hrus art. avtod] 
she who touches, comes in contact with Him. — 6r1] that she, 
namely. -— Ver. 40. Jesus saw into the thoughts of the 
Pharisee. The éyo «.7.d. is a “comis praefatio,’ Bengel. 
Observe that the Pharisee himself, in respect of such a scene, 
does not venture to throw any suspicion of immorality ov. 
Jesus. 

Vy. 41-43. By the one debtor’ the woman is typified, by 
the other Simon, both with a view to what is to be said at 
ver. 47. The supposition that both of them had been healed 
by Jesus of a discase (Paulus, Kuinoel), does not, so far as 
Simon is concerned, find any sure ground (in opposition to 
Holtzmann) in the o dAempds of the later narrative of the 
anointing (in Matthew and Mark). The creditor is Christ, of 
whose debtors the one owes Him a ten times heavier debt 
(referring to the woman in her agony of repentance) than the 
other (the Pharisee regarded as the righteous min he fancied 
himself to be). The difference in the degre of guilt is 
measured by the difference in the subjective consciousness of 
cuilt; by this also is measured the much or little of the 
forgiveness, which again has for its result the much or little 
of the grateful Jove shown to Christ, ver. 41 ff.— pi) éyovtor] 
“ Ergo non solvitur debitum subsequente amore et grato animo,’ 
Bengel. — On the interpolated eéwé, which makes the question 
more pointed, comp. Bremi, ad Dem. adv. Phil. I. p. 119. 

Vv. 44-46. Jesus places the affectionate services rendered 
by the woman in contrast with the cold respectable demeanour 
of the Pharisee, who had not observed towards Him at all the 
customs of courtesy (foot-washing, kissing) and of deference 

1 Instead of ypswg., the late inferior form of writing, xpsg. is on decisive 


evidence to be adopted, along with Lachmann and Tischendorf (Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 691). 


~ 
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(anointing of the head).— ov eis tT. oix.] I came into thy 
house. The cov being placed first sharpens the rebuke. — 
That, moreover, even the foot-washing before meals was not 
absolutely a rule (it was observed especially in the case of 
guests coming off a journey, Gen. xvii. 4; Judg. xix. 21; 
1 Sam. xxv. 41; 2 Thess. v. 10) is plain from John xiii, and 
hence the neglect on the part of the heartless Pharisee is the 
more easily explained. — éBpe&é pou rt. 1706.] moistened my feet. 
Comp. on John xi. 32; Matt. vii. 3. — Observe the contrasts 
of the Jess and the greater :—(1) tdwp and tots Sadxpvow ; (2) 
giknua, which is plainly understood as a kiss upon the 
mouth, and od Ser. Katad. pw. Tovs Tddas; (3) EXalw THY Kehan. 
and pvpw 7X. pw. Tous Todas (wvpov is an aromatic anointing 
oil, and more precious than é€Aaov, see Xen. Conv. ii. 3). — 
ad %s eiondOov| loosely hyperbolical in affectionate con- 
sideration—suggested by the mention of the kiss which was 
appropriate at the entering. 

Ver. 47. Ob ydpw, by Beza, Grotius, Griesbach, Lach- 
mann, Tischendorf, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others, is 
separated from Aéyw oor by a comma, and connected with 
adéwvtat. But the latter has its limitation by 677 «.7.r. It 
is to be interpreted: on account of which I say unto thee ; on 
behalf of this her manifestation of love (as a recognition and 
high estimation thereof) I declare to thee. — adéwytau x.7.d.| 
her sins are forgiven, the many (that she has committed, vv. 
37, 39), since she has loved much. This 6tt Aydanoe rodv 
expresses not the cause, and therefore not the antecedent of 
forgiveness. That the words do express the antecedent of 
forgiveness is the opinion of the Catholics, who maintain 
thereby their doctrine of contritio charitate formata and 
of the merit of works; and lately, too, of de Wette, who 
recognises love for Christ and faith in Him as one; of 
Olshausen, who after his own fashion endeavours to overcome 
the difficulty of the thought by regarding love as a receptive 
activity; of Paulus, who drags in what is not found in the text; 
of Baumgarten - Crusius, and of Bleek. Although dogmatic 
theology is not decisive against this opinion (see the pertinent 
observations of Melanchthon in the Apol. iii. 31 ff. p. 87 f.), 
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yet perhaps the context is, because this view directly con- 
tradicts the 7apaBor}, vv. 41, 42, that lies at its foundation, 
as well as the @ 6€ odtyov adierat x.7.X. Which immediately 
follows, if the love does not appear as the consequent of the 
forgiveness; the antecedent, i.e. the subjective cause of the 
forgiveness, is not the love, but the faith of the penitent, as is 
plain from ver. 50. Contextually it is right, therefore, to 
understand étz of the ground of recognition or acknowledg- 
ment: Her sins are forgiven, etc., which ws certain, since she 
has manifested love in an exalted degree. Bengel says perti- 
nently: “ Remissio peccatorum, Simoni non cogitata, probatur 
a fructu, ver. 42, qui est evidens et in oculos ineurrit, 
quum illa sit occulta;” and Calovius : “probat Christus a pos- 
teriort.” Comp. Beza, Calvin, Wetstein, Hofmann, Schriftbew. 
I. p. 603 f£.; Hilgenfeld also, Zvang. p.175. The objection 
against this view, taken by Olshausen and Bleek, that the 
aorist #yadmnoe is inappropriate, is quite a mistake, and is 
nullified by passages such as John iii, 16. The adéwvtas 
expresses that the woman is in the condition of forgiveness 
(in statu gratiae), and that the criterion thereof is the much 
love manifested by her. It is thereafter in ver. 48 that Jesus 
makes, even to herself, the express declaration. — @ dé ddéyov 
adietat, ddiy. yaa] a general decision in precise opposition 
to the first half of the verse, with intentional application to 
the moral condition of the Pharisee, which is of such a kind 
that only a little forgiveness falls to his share, the consequence 
being that he also manifests but little love (vv. 44-46). There 
was too much want of self-knowledge and of repentance in 
the self-righteous Simon for him to be a subject of much 
forgiveness. 

Ver. 48. The Pharisee is dismissed, and now Jesus satisfies 
the woman’s need, and gives her the formal and direct asswr- 
ance of her pardoned condition. Suljectively she was already 
in this condition through her faith (ver. 50), and her love 
was the result thereof (ver. 47); but the oljective asswrance, 
the declared absolution on the part of the forgiver, now com- 
pleted the moral deliverance (ver. 50) which her faith had 
wrought, 
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Ver. 49. "Hp£avto] The beginning, the rising up of this 
thought, is noteworthy in Luke’s estimation.— tis obtds éotw 
K.T.r.] a question of displeasure. — Kai: even. 

Ver. 50. Jesus enters not into explanation in answer to 
these thoughts, but closes the whole scene by dismissing the 
woman with a parting word, intended to confirm her faith by 
pointing out the ground of her spiritual deliverance. — 7 
miotis o.] “ fides, non amor; fides ad nos spectat, amore con- 
vineuntur alii,” Bengel. — ets etpyvnv] as viii. 48. See on 
Mark v. 34. 


REMARK.—From the correct interpretation of this section it 
is manifest of itself that this passage, peculiar to Luke, contains 
nothing without an adequate motive (ver. 37) or obscure (ver. 
47); but, on the contrary, the self-consistency of the whole 
incident, the attractive simplicity and truth with which it is 
set forth, and the profound clearness and pregnancy of meaning 
characteristic of the sayings of Jesus, all bear the stamp of 
originality; and this is especially true also of the description 
of the woman who is thus silently eloquent by means of her 
behaviour. This is in opposition to de Wette (comp. also 
Weiss, II. p. 142 ff). A distorted narrative (Schleiermacher), 
a narrative from “a somewhat confused tradition” (Holtz- . 
mann), or a narrative gathering together ill-fitting elements 
(Weizsicker), is not marked by such internal truth, sensibility, 
and tenderness. 
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Ver. 3. Instead of air@ Scholz and Tisch. have airo%, on pre- 
ponderating evidence. The singular more readily occurred to 
the transcribers, partly because 7ouy redeparzuu. had gone before, 
partly by reminiscences of Matt. xxvii. 55; Mark xv. 41.— 
Instead of aé we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on deci- 
sive evidence, ¢x.— Ver. 8. Elz. has a. But «is has decisive 
attestation. — Ver. 9. Aéyovres] is wanting in BD LR Ex, min. 
Syr. Perss. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Suspected by Griesb., rejected 
by Wassenb. and Schulz, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. But 
the oratio obliqua was the cause rather of its omission than of 
its addition. — Ver. 16. éairidnow|] Lachm. and Tisch. have sin- 
ov. See on Mark iv. 21.— Ver. 17. 0d yvwodqceras] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have od «4 yvwod7, in accordance with B L#s, 33. An 
alteration for the sake of the following #67.— Ver. 20. r&yévrwv] 
is wanting in BD LA#®X8,min. vss., also Vulg. It. Bas. Deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be maintained; the looseness of 
construction occasioned in some authorities its simple omission, 
in others the substitution of ér, as read by Tischendorf. — Ver. 
26. Taudapyvv] Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has Tepyeonvaiv], fol- 
lowing BC? D, Vulg. It., have Tepacnvav. LX &, min. vss. Epiph. 
have Tepyeonvayv. See on Matt. — Ver. 29. Instead of TUPHYYEINE 
we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., rupyyerrev, on decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 31. ropencrss| rapexcedouv (Lachm. Tisch.), 
although strongly attested, is an alteration to suit the con- 
nection and following the parallels. — Ver. 32. Booxouévay] 
Lachm. has Pooxouévg, in accordance with B D K U 8, min. Syr. 
Aeth. Verc. From the parallels. — rapexcéaou] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have rapexdAeouy, in accordance with B C* L &, min. In 
Matthew the former, in Mark the latter reading. The evidence 
is not decisive, but probably the imperfect is from Matthew, 
as it is only in that Gospel that the reading is without varia- 
tion. — Ver. 35. Instead of eio%Adev, eicqX0ov is decisively attested 
(Lachm. Tisch.).— Ver. 34. yeysvquévov] With Griesb. Scholz, 
Lachm. Tisch., who follow decisive evidence, read yeyovés.— 
arerdovres] which Elz. has before drjyz., is condemned on deci- 
sive evidence, — Ver. 36. xa] is not found in BC DLP Xx, 
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min. Syr. Pers.? Copt. Arm. Slav. It. Condemned by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm. But as it might be dispensed with, and, 
moreover, as it is not read in Mark v. 16, it came easily to 
' disappear. — Ver. 37. %psirnoav] Lachm, has 7parnoevy, in accord- 
ance with ABC KM PXvk8, min. Vere. An emendation. — 
Ver. 41. airés] Lachm. has otros, in accordance with B D R, min. 
Copt. Brix. Vere. Goth. The ecepta is to be maintained; the 
reference of airés was not perceived. — Ver. 42. év 62 r@ imdye] 
Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has év 6: r@ iadyew] read nal éyévero 
2y rq ropevecdos, but only on the authority of C D* P, Vulg. also, 
It. Marcion. The Recepta is to be adhered to in consideration 
of the preponderance of evidence in its favour, and because the 
frequently used sopetecdas would be more readily imported than 
usiyew. — Ver. 43. ix] Lachm. and Tisch. have a’, in accord- 
ance with A B R = 254. The Recepta is a correction, instead 
of which 69 has zap’. — Ver. 45. Instead of ody aire Elz. Scholz 
have yer’ aired, in opposition to decisive evidence (in B, min. and 
a few vss. the words xa) of ody air® are wanting altogether). — 
nz. eyeis’ tis 6 dx). w.| 18, with Tisch., following B L 8, min. Copt. 
Sah. Arm., to be deleted. Taken from Mark, on the basis of 
ver. 45, — Ver. 48. éapces] An addition from Matthew; deleted by 
Lachm., Tisch.— Ver. 49. Instead of «7 Lachm. Tisch. have wnxéz1, 
in accordance with B Dk, Syr.? (marked with an asterisk), Cant. 
This wyxér, in consequence of Mark v. 35 (r/ ér:), was written in 
the margin by way of gloss, and was afterwards taken in, some- 
times alongside of wy (thus B: w% wnxzérr), sometimes instead of it. 
— Ver. 51. Instead of éAéaiv (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) Elz. 
has ¢iceAdwv, in accordance with B D V, min. Copt. Aeth. This 
latter is to be restored; the simple form is from Matt. ix. 23, 
Mark v. 35, and was the more welcome as distinguished from the 
following </ozAdew (“et cum venisset domum, non permisit intrare,” 
etc., Vulg.). — odd2va] Lachm. and Tisch. have rwé ow air’, upon 
sufficient evidence. ovdév% is from Mark v. 37. — Ver. 52. odx|] 
BCDFLX Ak, min. vss. have od yép. Commended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has ox]. From Matt. 
ix. 24, whence also in many authorities +d xopésiv is imported 
after dad). — Ver. 54. éxBardy tEw rdévr. xa/] is wanting in B D 
L X 8, min. Vulg. It. Syr.“" Ambr. Bede. Suspected by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. If the words had been genuine, 
they would hardly, as recording a detail of the narrative made 
familiar by Matthew and Mark, have been omitted here. — 
éyeipou] with B C D X 8 1, 33, zyme is in this place also (comp. 
v. 23 f., vi. 8) to be written. So Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 
has éyefpov]. Comp. on Matt. ix. 5. 
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Vv. 1-3. A general historical statement in regard to the 
continued official teaching in Galilee, and the ministry of 
women connected therewith. — év 7@ xa@eE.| Comp. vii. 11, 
—xal avtos| kat is that which carries forward the narrative 
after éyévero (see on v. 12), and avtés prepares the way for 
the mention of the followers of Jesus (kal of S@dexa K.7.d.). — 
Kata Tod] as ver. 4.— Mayé.] see on Matt. xxvii. 56. She 
is neither the woman that anointed Jesus, vii. 37, nor the 
sister of Lazarus. — ag’ #5 daipov. émta é&ednd.| Comp. Mark 
xvi. 9. A simultaneous possession by seven devils is to be 
conceived of, so far similar to the condition of the possessed 
man at Gadara, viii. 30. Comp., even at so early a period, 
Tertullian, De Anim. 25. Lange, Z. J. II. 1, p. 292, ration- 
alizes :' “a convert whom Jesus had rescued from the heavy 
curse of sin.’ Comp. also Hengstenberg on John, II. p. 206, 
according to whom she was “an emancipated woman” who 
found in Christ the tranquilizing of the tumult of her emotional 
nature. The express teGeparrevpévas, healed, should certainly 
have guarded against this view. — évutpomov] Matt. xx. 8. 
He had probably been a steward, and she was his widow. She 
is also named at xxiv. 10.—‘Hpdéédov] Probably Antipas, 
because without any distinguishing limitation. Neither Joanna 
nor Susanna is known in any other relation. — dixovovr| 
with means of living and other kinds of necessaries, Matt. 
XXVil. 50. 

Vy. 4-15. See on Matt. xiii, 1-23 ; Mark iv. 1-20. The 
sequence of events between the message of the Baptist and this 
parabolic discourse is in Matthew wholly different. — cvviovtos 
dé] whilst, however, a great crowd of people came together, also 
of those who, city by city, drew near to Him. Tdv x72. 


1 That what is here meant is ‘‘the ethically culpable and therefore meta- 
phorical possession of an erring soul that was completely under the power of the 
spirit of the world.” This explaining away of the literal possession (in which, 
moreover, Fathers such as Gregory and Bede have already preceded him) is not 
to be defended by comparison of Matt. xii. 43 ff., Luke xx. 24 ff., where 
certainly the seven demons only serve the purpose of the parable. Besides, it is 
pure invention to find in the seven demons the representation of the spirit of the 
world in its whole power. At least, according to this the demon in Matt. xii. 45 
would only have needed to take with him siz other demons, 
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depends on éyAov zoddAov, and «ai, also, shows that this 
dyAos Tous, besides others (such, namely, as were dwelling 
there), consisted also of those who, city by city, ze. by cities, 
etc. “Ex quavis urbe erat cohors aliqua,’ Bengel. — ézrumo- 
peverOar, not: to journey after (Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1838, p. 486), but to journey thither, to draw towards. Comp. 
Bar. vi. 62; Polyb. iv. 9. 2. Nowhere else in the New 
Testament ; in the Greek writers it is usually found with an 
accusative of place, in the sense of peragrare terram, and the 
like. — 8a trapaB.] by means of a parable. Luke has the 
parable itself as brief and as little of the pictorial as possible 
(see especially vv. 6, 8); the original representation of the 
Logia (which Weiss finds in Luke) has already faded away. 
—Ver. 5. The collocation 6 oreipwy tod omeipay Tov omropov 
has somewhat of simple solemnity and earnestness. — pév| 
cai follows in ver. 6. See on Mark ix. 12.— «ai caterar.| 
not inappropriate, since the discourse is certainly of the foot- 
path (in opposition to de Wette), but an incidental detail not 
intended for exposition (ver. 12).— Ver. 7. €v péow]| The 
result of the éwecev. See on Matt. x. 16; and Kriiger, 
ad Dion. Hal. Hist. p. 302.—— cvpdvetcar| “ una cum herba 
segetis,” Erasmus. -— Vv. 9-11. tis ... ait] namely, cata tiv 
Epunvecav, Euthymius Zigabenus. — tots 6€ Aovrrois €v TrapaPs. | 
but to the rest the mysteries of the kingdom of God are given 
in parables, that they, etc. What follows, viz. a Brérrovtes 
py Br?rr@ce «.7.r., is the contrast to yvovar.—— éote 5€ avTy 
» tapaBory| but what follows is the parable (according to its 
meaning). —— of d€ mapa Thy odor] to complete this expression 
understand ozrapévtes, which is to be borrowed from the fore- 
going 6 o7opos. But since, according to ver. 11, the seed is 
the Gospel, a quite fitting form into which to put the exposi- 
tion would perhaps have been 7d dé mapa tHv odov TovTwY 
éotiv, ot x... Vv. 14, 15 come nearer to such a logically 
exact mode of expression. —— Ver. 13. Those, however, (sown) 
upon the rock are they who, when they shall have heard, receive 
the word with joy ; and these, indeed, have no root, who for a 
while believe, etc.— Ver. 14. But that which fell among the 
thorns, these are they who have heard, and, going away among 
LUKE II, F 
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cares, etc., they are choked. The ovrou (instead of TovTo) is 
attracted from what follows (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 42), 
as also at ver. 15.— 70 pepypvev «.t.d.] a modal limitation 
to mopevomevor, so that t7d marks the accompanying relations, 
in this case the impulse, under which their mopever@ar, that 
is, their movement therefrom (that is, their further life-guidance), 
proceeds, Bornemann in Joc. ; Bernhardy, p. 268; Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. II. p. 881. The connecting of these words with 
ovuptrviy. (Theophylact, Castalio, Béza, Elsner, Zeger, Bengel, 
Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Schege, and others) has against it 
the fact that without some qualifying phrase zropevopevos 
would not be a picturesque (de Wette), but an unmeaning 
addition, into which the interpreters were the first to introduce 
anything characteristic, as Beza, Elsner, Wolf, Valckenaer : 
digressi ab audito verbo, and Majus, Wetstein, Kuinoel, and 
others: sensim ac paulatim (following the supposed meaning 
of 96n, 2 Sam. iii. 1, and elsewhere), Comp. Ewald, “ more 
and more.” — tov iov| belongs to all the three particulars 
mentioned. Temporal cayes (not merely with reference to the 
poor, but in general), temporal riches, and temporal pleasures 
are the conditioning circumstances to which their interest is 
enchained, and among which their zropeveo@ar proceeds. — 
cupmviyovtat| the same which at ver. 7 was expressed 
actively: ai dxavOar avérugéay avto. Hence ovpmviyovtas 
is passive ; not: they choke (what was heard), but: they are 
choked. That which holds good of the seed as a type of the 
teaching is asserted of the men in whose hearts the efficacy of 
the teaching amounts to nothing. This want of precision is 
the result of the fact that the hearers referred to were them- 
selves marked out as the seed among the thorns.— x. ov 
tereoh.] consequence of the cvpmviy., they do not bring to 
maturity, there occurs in their case no bringing to maturity. 
Examples in Wetstein and Kypke.— Ver. 15. 10 dé & 7. x. 
yin] sc. meoov, ver. 14,— ev Kapoia «.7.r.| belongs to xaté-— 
xover (keep fast, see on 1 Cor. xi. 2), and dxovoavtes tev 
roy. is a qualifying clause inserted parenthetically. — Karp 
x. ayaOh] in the truly moral meaning (comp. Matt. vii. 17), 
not according to the Greek idea of evyéveva denoted by Kadcs 
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xayabos (Welcker, Zheogn. Proleg. p. xxiv. ff.; Maetzner, 
ad Antiph. p. 137; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. 8, p. 569 A). 
But the heart is morally beautiful and good just by means of 
the purifying efficacy of the word that is heard, John xv. 3. 
— év tropovh] perseveringly. Comp. Rom. ii. 7. A contrast 
is found in adictayras, ver. 13. Bengel well says: “ est 
robur animi spe bona sustentatum,” and that therein lies the 
“summa Christianismi.” 

Vv. 16-18. See on Mark iv. 21-25; Matt. v.15, x. 26, 
xiii. 12. The connection in Luke is substantially the same as 
in Mark: But if by such explanations as I have now given 
upon your question (ver. 9) I kindle a light for you, you 
must also let the same shine further, etc. (see on Mark 
iv. 21), and thence follows your obligation (@Aé7erTe ovr, 
ver. 18) to listen aright to my teaching. On the repeated 
occurrence of this saying the remark of Euthymius Zigabenus 
is sufficient : efeds dé, kata dvapdpovs Katpovs Ta ToLadTa TOV 
Xpiatov eiteiv.— Ver. 17. kai eis hav. €dXOy] a change in 
the idea. By the future yuwo@ncerac that which is to come 
is simply asserted as coming to pass; but by the subjunctive 
(EX@y) it is in such a way asserted that it leads one to expect 
it out of the present, and that without dv, because it is 
not conceived of as dependent on a conditioning circumstance 
(Klotz, ad Devar. p. 158 f.): There is nothing hidden which 
shall not be known and ts not bound to come to publicity. 
Comp. on the latter clause, Plato, Gorgias, p. 480 C: ets to 
avepov dye TO adicnua; Thucyd. i. 6. 3, 23. 5.— Ver. 18. 
Tas] YP? Yap oTrovbalus K. ETUYWELaS .. . axpodc Oar, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. — ds yap av éyy «.7.d.] a ground of encouragement. 
The meaning of the proverbial sayings in this connection is as 
in Mark iv. 25, not as in Matt. xiii. 12.—6 doxet éyew] even 
what he fancies he possesses: it is not the liability to loss, but 
the self-delusion about possession, the fanciful presumption of 
possession, that is expressed ; the sua) éyeev, in fact, occurs when 
the knowledge has not actually been made a man’s own; a 
man believes he has it, and the slight insight which he regards 
as its possession is again lost. It is not reproach against the 
apostles (Baur, Hilgenfeld), but warning that is conveyed in 
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the form of a general principle. In xix. 26 the expression 
with doce? would have been inappropriate. But even here 
the mere 6 éyev, as in Mark iv. 25, would have been not only 
allowable, but even more significant. The doxe? «.7.r. already 
shows the influence of later reflection. 

Vv. 19-21. See on Matt. xii. 46-50; Mark iii. 31-35. 
Luke has the section in accordance with Mark, but in a 
shortened form,’ without anything to indicate chronological 
sequence or connection of subject, and he gives it a different 
position. — Ver. 20. Aeyovtwr] by its being said. See Winer, 
p. 519 [E. T. 736]; Bernhardy, p. 481; Bornemann, Schol. 
p. 538. — Ver. 21. otro] my mother and my brethren are 
those who, ete. 

Vy. 22-25. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27; Mark iv. 35-41. 
In Luke there is no precise note of time, but the voyage 
is the same; abridged from Mark. — Ver. 23 f. adumvodv] 
which means to wake up (therefore equivalent to agumrvi- 
€eo@ar), and also (as in this case) to fall asleep (consequently 
equivalent to xa@urvodv”*), belongs to the late and corrupt 
Greek. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 224. — xatéBn] from the high 
eround down to the lake. Comp. Polyb. xxx. 14. 6: Aaira- 
Tos TWOS éxTreTTMKVIAS Els AVTOVS. — cUVEeTANpODVTO| What 
happened to the ship is said of the sadlors. Examples in Kypke, 
I. p. 248. Observe the zmperfects in relation to the preceding 
aorist. —- dinyetparv] they awoke him (Matt. i. 24); but sub- 
sequently éyepOeis: having arisen (Matt. ii. 14). — Ver. 25. 
€po870.| the disciples, as Mark iv. 41. — The first xa/ is: even. 

Vv. 26-39. See on Matt. viii. 28-34; Mark v. 1-20. 
Luke follows Mark freely. — katéwn.] they arrived. See 
Wetstein. — Ver. 27. é€« tis modews] does not belong to 
umnvTncev, but to avyp tes, alongside of which it stands. To 
connect the clause with drynvtncev would not be contradictory 








' Therefore it is not to be said, with Baur, Hvang. p. 467 f., that Luke pur- 
posely omitted the words in Matthew : xai ixetivas 7. yosipa abrou tai r. mabnres 
x.7.a., in an interest adverse to the Twelve. It is not the Twelve alone that are 
meant in Matthew. 

2 It corresponds exactly to the German ‘‘ entschlafen,” except that this word 
is not used in the sense of becoming free from sleep, which xadurveiy might have 
according to the connection. 
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to év oikia... pvypacw, but would require the presupposi- 
tion, not presented in the text, that the demoniac had just 
rushed out of the city. — Ver. 28. mi we Bacav.] as at Mark 
v. 7.— Ver. 29. wapyyyedrcv] not in the sense of the 
pluperfect, but like édeyev, Mark v. 8. — Nothing is to be 
put in a parenthesis. — 7roAXois yap xpovois x.7.d.] To account 
for the command of Jesus the description of his frightful 
condition is given: for during a long time it had fared with 
him as follows. Comp. Rom. xvi. 25; Acts viii. 11; John 
ii, 20; Herodian, i. 6. 24: od roAAG ypovm; Plut. Thes. vi. : 
xpovots Toddois vatepov. See generally, Bernhardy, p. 81 ; 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. xl. In opposition to usage, Erasmus 
and Grotius render the words: often. So also Valckenaer. — 
cuynpTaxee] may mean: it had hurried him along with a 
(Acts vi. 12, xix. 29, xxvii. 15, and very frequently in the 
classical writers), but also: it had (absolutely and entirely, cvv) 
seized him (Ar. Lys, 437; 4 Mace. v. 3). It is usually taken 
in the latter sense. But the former is the more certain of the 
two according to the usage of Luke, corresponds better with 
its use elsewhere, and likewise agrees perfectly with the con- 
nection. For édecpeito «.7.r. then relates what was accus- 
tomed to be done with the sufferer in order to prevent this 
tearing and drageing by the demon ; observe the imperfect, he 
was (accustomed to be) chained, ete. — Ver. 31. avtois] as Mark 
v. 10, from the standpoint of the consciousness of the several 
demons possessing the man. —- &Bvocov] abyss, i.e. Hades 
(Rom. x. 7). The context teaches that in particular Gehenna 
is meant (comp. Apoe. ix. 1 f., xi. 7, xx. 3). The demons know 
and dread their place of punishment. Mark is different and 
more original ; in opposition to Baur, Markusevang. p. 42. — 
Ver. 33. amemviyn| of choking by drowning, Dem. 833, pen. ; 
Raphel, Polyb. p.199 ; Wakefield, Silv. Crit. IL. p. 75. Even 
Hug (Gutacht. II. p. 17 £.) attempts to justify the destruction ot 
the swine in a way which can only remind us of the maxim, 
“ gui excusat, accusat.” — Ver. 35. é&fOov] the people from 
the city and from the farms. — apa 7. déas] as a scholar 
with his teacher. The whole of this description, indeed, and 
the subsequent prohibition, ver. 39, is intended, according to 
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Baur, Evang. p..450f., to set forth the demoniac as a repre- 
sentative of the converted heathen world.— Ver. 36. Kal ot 
idovtes] the disciples and others who had seen it together. 
The «ai places these in contrast even with the people who 
came thither and found the cure accomplished, and to whom 
the eye-witnesses also of the proceeding narrated it. — Ver. 38. 
édéeTo] See on this Ionic form, which, however, was also 
frequent among Attic writers, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 220; 
Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. p. 431; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. 
vu. 4.8. The reading édeiro (B L) is a correction, and édcetro 
(A P, Lachmann) is a transcriber’s mistake for this correction. 
Ver. 39. modu] Gadara, ver. 27. Mark, certainly with 
ereater accuracy, has év tH Aexazrone. 

Vv. 40-56. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18-26; Mark v. 21-43. 
In Matthew the sequence is different. The narrative of Luke, 
indeed, is not dependent on that of Mark, but has it in view, 
without, however, on the whole attaining to its clearness and 
vividness. — amedéEato| is usually understood of a joyous 
reception (@s evepyéTnv Kal owthpa, Euthymius Zigabenus) ; 
but quite arbitrarily. Comp. Acts xv. 4. The narrative says 
simply: that on His return the crowd received Him (comp. 
ix. 11), because all had been in expectation of His coming 
back; so that thus immediately His ministry was again put 
in requisition. — Ver. 41. cat avros] and He, after mention 
of the name comes the personal position. Comp. xix. 2, — 
améOvnoxev| died (imperfect), ie. was dying, not: “ obierat, 
absente mortuamque ignorante patre” (Fritzsche, ad Mait. 
p. 348). That the death had not yet taken place is indicated, 
Bernhardy, p. 373; Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 142 ff. 
— ovvérrveyov] a vivid picture: they stifled Him; in point of 
fact the same as ouvé@d\uBov, Mark v. 24. — Ver. 43. apo- 
cavawoaca| when she even in addition (over and above her 
suffering) had expended, Dem. 460. 2, 1025. 20; Plat. Prot. 
p. 311 D.—<Carpots] on physicians. As to 6drov +. Bio, 
comp. Mark xi. 44.— Ver. 45. o Iétpos pév eto trepi 
amARs érapis eye Tov Xpiorov .. . avtds S€ ov epi 
ToLavTns Edeyev, GAA Tepl THs yevouévyns ex Tictews, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus. — Ver. 49. tus mapa tod dpy.] ue. one of 
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his dependants. Comp. on Mark iii. 21.— té@vnxev] placed 
first for emphasis: she is dead. On the distinction from 
anéOvnoxev, ver. 42, comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 64 A: aroOvncKkew 
te Kal teOvavar. — Ver. 51. eioedOety| into the chamber 
of death. — Ver. 52 relates to the bewailing crowd assembled 
in the house (not in the death-chamber), with whom occurred 
this conversation, ver. 52 f., while Jesus and those named 
at ver. 51 were passing into the chamber where the dead body 
lay. Among those who laughed, the three disciples are as 
little intended to be reckoned! in Luke as in Mark, whom he 
follows. — éxomrovto av77v| a well-known custom, to express 
one’s grief by beating on one’s breast. As to the construction 
of xkomtec@ae (also tUmtec Oar) and plangere with an accusative 
of the object (xxiii. 27) on whose account one beats oneself, 
see Heyne, Obss. ad Tibull. i. 7. 28, p. 71.— Ver. 55. érré- 
otpe we «.7.d.] purposely narrates the reanimation of one that 
was actually dead, whose spirit had departed. In Acts 
xx. 10 also this idea is found. — rapnyy. avtois x.7.X. | 
following Mark v. 43. 


1 They would not, moreover, have to be understood as associated with those 
who were put out, if tx6aa. ?w rave. were genuine (but see the critical remarks). 
Kostlin is right in adducing this against Baur, who detected in this passage a 
Pauline side-glance to the original apostles. 

2 How opposed, therefore, is this to the view of an apparent death! There 
cannot remain even a shadow of uncertainty as to how the matter is to be 
regarded (We:zsiicker). Jesus Himself will not leave the crowd in any doubt, 
but declares (ver. 52) in His pregnant style what must immediately of itself 
be evident. 
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CHAPTER) 1X. 


Ver. 1. After édudsxa Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have padbyrde aibrod, 
which is not found in AB DK MS VI A, min. vss. Fathers. 
An addition, instead of which other authorities of importance 
have dzooréaous. Luke always writes oi dwéexx absolutely. So 
also do Mark and John, but not Matthew. — Ver. 2. rods dode- 
vowwras] A D L 2X, min. have +. dodeve7s. Approved by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. But since in B, Syr.* Dial. the words are 
altogether wanting, and, moreover, in the variants occur rod¢ 
vooowvras, whvras rods aobevodvras, and omnes infirmitates (Brix.), 
the simple jzoda: (as Tisch. also now has) is to be regarded as 
original. — Ver. 3. é¢Sdovg in Elz., instead of p¢8de in Lachm. and 
Tisch., has evidence of importance both for and against it. In 
accordance with A B[B has £«@dov] A, it is to be maintained, since 
the singular might be introduced from Matt. x. 10 (see on the 
passage), and mechanically also from Mark vi. 8, just as easily 
as it could be retained by reason of the singulars alongside of 
it. — Ver. 5. 6éavras] in Elz., instead of déyavras (the latter is 
approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), has 
against it authorities so important, that it must be referred to 
the parallels. — zai +. xov.] This xa (bracketed by Lachm.) is 
_ wanting in BC* DL X #x, 1, 124, Copt. Sahid. codd. of It. 
Omitted, in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 7. ia abroi] 
is wanting in B C* D L®&, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., 
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition for the 
purpose of more precise specification. — Ver. 10. résoy epyu. r6r. 
zar. Bydo.] Many variants; the reading which is best attested 
1S réAW xadroumévgy Bydo., which Tisch., following B L X, 33, Copt. 
Sahid. Erp., has adopted. Rightly ; eis réAu 7.4. would of neces- 
sity arouse objection, as what follows did not take place in a city, 
but in a desert (comp. ver. 12, and also Mark vi. 31). — Ver. 11. 
deZém.] Lachm. and Tisch. have dwodeEdéu., in accordance with B 
D LX [also 2] 8, min. Rightly; the Recepta is a neglect of the 
compound form, which form in the New Testament occurs only 
in Luke. — Ver. 12. Instead of -ropsudévres, Elz. Scholz have 
aweddévrec, in Opposition to decisive evidence; it is from the 
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parallels. — Ver. 14. Before dé, BC DLR & x, 33, 157, Sahid. 
Cant. Or. have aoz/, which Tisch. 5Y°P* has adopted’ [aoe is 
wanting in Tisch. 8]. Rightly; it was omitted, because even 
Mark has no indefinite qualifying word.— Ver. 22. éyé¢é.] 
Lachm. has dvaorjvas. The authorities are greatly divided, but 
zyepd. is from Matthew (+. rpiry nuépa éyepd.). — Ver. 23. Instead 
of epyecdas, adpyjctodw Elz. Scholz have 20st, drapyvyododw, in 
opposition to preponderating Mss. and Or. From the parallels. 
— xa) juépav] condemned by Griesb., deleted by Scholz, Lachm. 
It has preponderating evidence in its favour; the omission is 
due to the words being omitted in the parallels. — Ver. 27. ade] 
BL2£xS, 1, Cyr. have airod. Commended by Griesb., approved 
by Rinck, adopted by Tisch. Rightly; ade is from the parallels. 
— The readings éorwrav and yevowvras (Elz. : tornuérav and yetoov- 
rat) have (the latter strongly) preponderating evidence in their 
favour. — Ver. 35. dyamnréic| B L ES, vss. have éxrereymévos. 
Commended by Griesb. and Schulz, adopted by Tisch. The 
Recepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. év +4 é&-] év, In accord- 
ance with B LS 8, 1, 69, is to be deleted. See on vii. 11. — 
Ver. 38. &6.] Lachm. has zPéyoev, in accordance with BC D 
L&, min. A neglect of the compound form, which form occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only in Matt. xxvil. 46, and 
even there is disregarded by several authorities. — Instead of 
emiParérbar (to be accented thus) Elz. Lachm. have éa#@ars\or. 
Authorities of importance on both sides. The latter is an inter- 
pretation. The infinitive ENIBAEYAI was taken for an im- 
perative middle. — Ver. 43. éro/joev] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have 
éroier ; Cecisively attested. — Ver. 48. Instead of ¢or/, which is 
approved by Griesb., and, moreover, adopted by Lachm. and 
Tisch., Elz. Scholz have Zora. But éor/ is attested by BC L 
X £8, min. vss. (also Vulg. It.) Or. (thrice); the future was 
introduced in reference to the future kingdom of heaven. — 
Ver. 50. Instead of duéav Elz. has quay both 1 times, in opposition 
to preponderating evidence. See on Mark ix. 40.— Ver. 54. 
as x. Hd. éx.] is wanting in BL x, 71, 157, vss. (Vulg. also and 
codd. of It.) Jer. (2). Suspected by Griesb. (following Mill), 
deleted by Tisch. But how easily the indirect rebuke of Elias, 
contained in what follows, would make these words objection- 
able! — Ver. 55. xai cimev . . . twei%] is wanting in A BC E, 
etc., also 8, min. Copt. Aeth. Sax. Germ. 1, Gat. Fathers. Con- 
demned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. The words 
have such a weight of evidence against them that they would 
have to be rejected, if it could be explained how they got into 
the text. How easily, on the other hand, might an cntentional 
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omission, out of consideration for Elias, occur! Moreover, the 
simple, short, and pregnant word of rebuke is so unlike a tran- 
scriber’s addition, and so worthy of Jesus Himself, as, on the 
other hand, it is hardly to be conceived that Luke would have 
limited himself on an occasion of so unprecedented a kind 
only to the bare éreriuqoey airot. But the additional clause 
which follows in Elz. is decidedly spurious: 6 yap vits rod dvdpo- 
mov on 7AdeE —Yuyas awpurov drortou, aA sous. — Ver. 57. 
éyévero 62] Lachm. Tisch. have xa/, in accordance with B C L X 
= 8, min. Syr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Rightly; a new sec- 
tion was here begun (a lection also), and attention was called 
to this by adding éyévero to xai (so D, 346, Cant. Vere. Colb.), or 
by writing éyévero 62, In accordance with ver. 51.— xvpie] is 
wanting in B D L 2X8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It. 
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. But since it stood 
at the end of the sentence, and since the parallel passage, 
Matt. viii. 19, had no corresponding word at the end, zip 
would the more easily drop out. — Ver. 62. «is riv Bawd.] BL 
Es, 1, 33, Vule. It. Clem. Or. have +7 Baoirsig. So Lachm. and 
Tisch. The Recepta is explanatory. 


Vv. 1—6: See ‘on’ Matt. x. 1, 7,,9-11; 14: Mark a 
7-13. Luke follows Mark, and to that circumstance, not to 
any depreciation of the Twelve by contrast with the Seventy 
(Baur), is due the shorter form of the succeeding discourse. — 
Kal vooous Oeparr.| depends on dvvap. «. é£ove. (power and autho- 
rity, iv. 36). The reference to édwxev (Bengel, Bornemann) 
is more remote, since the vocovs Oeparevery is actually a 
Suvamis K. eEovola. — Ver. 3. pajte ava Svo yiTt. Exe] nor 
even to have two under-garments (one in use and one to spare). 
A mingling of two constructions, as though pydev aipew had 
been previously said. See Ellendt, ad Arvian. Al. I. p. 167; 
Winer, p. 283 [E. T. 397]. For the explanation of the 
infinitive with etre there is no need of supplying dezv (Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. pp. 753 f.,'772); but this idea is implied in the 
infinitive itself. See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. v. 7. 34. It 
would be possible to take the infinitive for the imperative 
(Kuinoel and many of the earlier critics, comp. also Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 233 [E. T. 271 f.], who understands réyw) 
only if the connection brought out a precise injunction par- 
taking of the nature of an express command (see generally, 
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Winer, p. 282 [E. T. 397]; Bernhardy, p. 358 ; Pfluck, ad Eur. 
Heracl. 314), which, however, in this case, since the imperative 
precedes, and, moreover, immediately follows, is not applicable. 
— Ver. 5. cai 7. xov.| Even the dust also ; see Hartung, Partikell. 
I. p. 134. — em’ avt.] against them, more definite than Mark : 
avtois. Theophylact: eis éXkeyyov avt@y Kal Kataxpiow. 

Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. xiv. 1 f.; Mark vi. 14-16. — To the 
nKovoev Of Mark vi. 14, which Luke in this place evidently 
has before him, he adds a definite object, although taken very 
generally, by means of Ta yuwopeva travta: everything which 
was done, whereby is meant, which was done by Jesus (ver. 9). 
— dunroper] he was in great perplexity, and could not in the 
least arrive at certainty as to what he should think of the 
person of Jesus. This was the uncertainty of an evil con- 
science. Only Luke has the word in the New Testament. It 
very often occurs in the classical writers. On the accentua- 
tion vo Twvwv, see Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 49.— Ver. 8. 
epavyn| “ Nam Elias non erat mortuus,” Bengel. — Ver. 9. What 
Matthew and Mark make Herod utter definitely, according to 
Luke he leaves uncertain; the account of Luke is hardly 
more original (de Wette, Bleek), but, on the contrary, follows 
a more faded tradition, for the character of the secondary 
writer is to be discerned in the entire narrative (in opposition 
to Weizsiicker). The twofold éy® has the emphasis of the 
terrified heart. — éfjrev ideiv adtov]| he longed to see Him. 
Comp. xxiii. 8. He hoped, by means of a personal conference 
(viii. 20) with this marvellous man, to get quit of his distress- 
ing uncertainty. That Herod seemed disposed to greet Him 
as the risen John, and that accordingly Christ had the prospect 
of a glowing reception at court, Lange reads into the simple 
words just as arbitrarily as Eichthal reads into them a 
partiality for Herod on the part of Luke. 

Vv. 10-17. See on Matt. xiv. 13-21; Mark vi. 30-44; 
John vi. 1 fi. According to the reading eis ow Kadoupévny 
By@c. (see the critical remarks), eis is to be understood of the 
direction whither (versus), and ver. 11 ff. is to be conceived 
as said of what happened on the wey to Bethsaida. The 
Bethsaida meant at Mark vi. 45, on the western shore of the 
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lake (Bn@c. tis Tadir., John xii. 21; Matt. xi. 21), is not 
the one intended, but Bethsaida-J/Julias, on the eastern shore 
in lower Gaulonitis (see on Mark viii. 22), as Michaelis, 
Fischer, Paulus, Robinson, Ebrard, Lange, Ewald, Schegg, and 
others suppose, on the ground of Mark vi. £5, where from the 
place of the miraculous feeding the passage is made across to 
the western Bethsaida. For the denial of this assumption, and 
for the maintenance of the view that Luke, in variation from 
the parallel passages, transposed the miraculous feeding to 
the western shore (Winer, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, 
Eichthal, and with some hesitation Bleek), there is no founda- 
tion at all in Luke’s text. For although Jesus had returned 
from Gadara to the western side of the lake (viii. 37, 40), yet 
between this point of time and the miraculous feeding come 
the sending forth of the Twelve, and the period that elapsed 
until their return (ix. 1-10). Where they, on their return, 
met with Jesus, Luke does not say, and for this meeting the 
locality may be assumed to have been the eastern side of the 
lake where Bethsaida-Julias was situated. But if it is sup- 
posed, as is certainly more natural, that they met with Him 
again at the place whence they had been sent forth by Him 
on the western border of the lake, it is no contradiction of this 
that Jesus, according to Luke, wished to retire with His disciples 
by the country road to that Bethsaida which was situated at the 
north-eastern point of the lake (Bethsaida-Julias) ; and it is just 
this seeking for solitude which can alone be urged in favour 
of the more remote Bethsaida on the further side. The whole 
difference therefore comes to this, that, according to Luke, they 
went to the place of the miraculous feeding by land, but accord- 
ing to Mark (and Matthew), by ship. — Ver. 11. azrode£&.] He 
did not send them back, although He desired to be alone, but 
received them. — émvovticpov] Provisions, a word which occurs 
only in this place in the New Testament, but is often found in 
the classical writers. Comp. Judith 1. 18, iv. 5. — Ver. 15. 
amdetov 4] These words do not fit into the construction. See 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 410; Kriiger, ad Dion. p. 287; Schoemann, 
ad Is, p. 444. — et pajte x«.7.r.] unless, perchance, ete.; this is 
neither to be regarded as a direct question (Kypke, Rosenmiiller), 
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nor is the thought: “even therewith we cannot feed them,” 
to be previously supplied (Beza, Grotius, de Wette, and others). 
On the contrary, the two parts of the sentence are closely 
connected: We have not more than ... unless, perchance, we 
shall have bought. The tone of the address is not one of wrony 
(Camerarius, Homberg, Kuinoel), as is often expressed by e 
py (Kiihner, Il. p. 561; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. in Leoer. 
p- 317), but of embarrassment at the manifest impossibility of 
carrying the order into effect (seis... ets mavta Tov dad). 
On e with a subjunctive, which is to be recognised even in 
the Attic writers, although rarely, but is of frequent use in 
the later Greek, see Winer, p. 263 [E. T. 368]; Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 12; Poppo, ad Cyrop. iii. 3. 50; Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 500 ff.; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 491. Winer is 
mistaken in regarding the mood in this case as a deliberative 
subjunctive not dependent on e¢, as Buttmann, p. 191 [E. T. 
221], also takes it. See above for the connection; and on 
the difference of meaning between the subjunctive with and 
without av (condition absolutely, without dependence upon 
circumstances that may or may not happen), see Hermann, 
De part. dv, ii. 7, p. 95; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 301. — 
jets] with emphasis; for previously they had advised to 
leave the people themselves to procure food. — Ver. 14. 
Observe the numerical relation, jive loaves, jive thousand, 
ranks of companies by fifty. To form such companies is, 
in Luke, said to have been commanded even by Jesus 
Himself. The tradition is gradually rounded into shape as 
we advance from Matthew (and John) to Luke. — Ver. 16. 
evNOY. avTovs| an intimation of the benediction uttered in 
prayer, which was effectual in causing the increase. Matthew 
and Mark have it otherwise. — Ver. 17. kracpatwr] is, in 
accordance with the opinion of Valckenaer, Lachmann, and 
Tischendorf, to be regarded as governed by xodiwoi dHdexa. 
If, in accordance with the usual view, it had been construed 
with 10 mepioo. avt., it would have been tay KAacp. (comp. 
Matt. xiv. 20; Soph. £7. 1280: ta pév mepiccevovta ta 
Aoywr ages; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 855 A) or Ta wepiocevcavta 
avtois KNaopata (John vi. 12). Luke reproduces the cAacpa- 
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Twv dwoexa Kopirous of Mark. Since, moreover, kAacpatov 
contains a reference to xatéxXace, ver. 16, it is manifest that 
the fanciful view of Lange, Z. J. II. p. 309 f,, is untenable: 
that Jesus, indeed, miraculously fed the thousands; but that 
- the superfluity arose from the fact that the people, disposed by 
the love of Jesus to brotherly feeling, had immediately laid 
open their own stores. Thus the miraculous character of the 
transaction is combined with the natural explanation of Paulus 
and Ammon. With what a unanimous untruthfulness must 
in this case all the four reporters of the history have been silent 
about the people’s private stores. Just as persistent are they 
in their silence about the symbolic nature of the feeding 
behind which the marvellous How of the incident is put out 
of sight (Weizsicker). Schenkel mingles together most dis- 
cordant elements for explaining away the miracle, not rejecting 
even provisions brought with them, and in part procured in 
haste. But what is the meaning of Mark viii. 18-20? And 
are all six narratives equally a misunderstanding ? 

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xvi. 13-16; Mark viii. 27-29. 
As to the second miraculous feeding Luke is silent; a silence 
which Schleiermacher and many others, even Weizsiicker, make 
use of in opposition to the reality of the second miracle (see 
in general on Matt. xv. 33). But this silence is related to 
the enigmatical hiatus which Luke has left between vv. 17 
and 18, entirely passing over everything that occurs in 
Mark vi. 45—viii. 27, and in the parallel passage of Matthew. 
No explanation is given of this omission, and it seems to have 
been occasioned by some casualty unknown to us. Possibly 
the only reason was that in this place he had before him 
another written source besides Mark, which did not comprise 
the fragments in question, and from which, moreover, he 
borrowed the peculiar situation with which ver. 18 begins. 
Special purposes for the omission (Hilgenfeld, Weiss, p. 699 f,) 
are arbitrarily assumed, as if in his idea the portion omitted 
were, on the one hand, not of sufficient importance, on the 
other, too detailed (as the history of the Canaanitish woman), 
and the like. Weizsiicker, p. 66 f., proceeds more critically, but 
still unsatisfactorily, when he relegates the events to ix. 51 ff, 
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where occur several points of contact with the fragments 
here passed over. — Ver. 19, ddXov dé] without a previous of 
pév. See on Matt. xxviii. 17; Mark x. 32. The opinion: 
"Iwdvv. t. Bart., as that of the majority, is first of all declared 
without limitation. — Ver. 20: 6 Iétpos] mpomnda tov 
orev Kal oTopa TavTwy ryevouevos, Theophylact. — tov 
Xptotov tT. Oeov] See on il. 26. 

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xvi. 20 f.; Markix. 30 f. Neither 
the discourse of Jesus about the rock (Matt. xvi. 17-19), nor 
His reproof of Peter as Satan (Matt. xvi. 22 f.; Mark vii. 
32 f.), is found in the Pauline Luke, who did not find the 
former in Mark (see on Mark viii. 29). If he had omitted 
the saying concerning the rock because of a tendency (Baur 
and others), he could not in the same interest have passed 
over the rebuke of Peter as Satan.— Ver. 22. 67] argu- 
mentative. Tell no one, etc., since it is the appointment of 
God (xxiv. 26) that the Messiah, after many sufferings, etc., 
should attain to His Messianic attestation by the resurrection 
(Rom. i. 4). Thus, for the present, the Lord quenches the 
ardour of that confession, that it may not interfere with that 
onward movement of the divine appointment which is still 
first of all necessary. — amo] on the part of. See Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 280 [E. T. 326]. 

Vv. 23-27. See on Matt. xvi. 24-28 ; Mark viii. 34-ix. 1. 
— pos mavtas] to all, is not to be taken as: in reference to 
all, nor is it said in contrast to Peter, so that what Matthew 
relates, xvi. 22 f., may be unconsciously presupposed (de Wette 
leaves the choice between the two); but as avtois, ver 21, 
refers to the apostles, wdvras must refer to a wider circle. 
Luke leaves it to the reader to conclude from mavtas that 
there were still others close by to whom, beside the disciples, 
that which follows was addressed. Comp. on Mark viii. 34. 
Ver. 18 does not exclude the approach of others which may 
have occurred meanwhile. But with ver. 22 closed the con- 
fidential discourse with the Twelve; what Jesus has now 
yet further to enter upon in continuation of the communica- 
tion of ver. 22 is to be said not merely to them, but to al. 
— af ijépav] involuntarily suggested by the experience of 
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a later period; 1 Cor. xv. 31; Rom. viii. 36; 2 Cor. iv. 16 f. 
— Ver. 25. éavtov 5é amor. ) Enu.] if he... however, shall 
have lost himself, or have suffered damage (y, not equivalent to 
cai, but introducing another word for the same idea). Himself, 
i.e. not “his better self” (de Wette), but, according to ver. 24, 
his own life. Excluded from the Messiah’s kingdom, the 
man is in the condition of @avaros; not living (in the fa) 
aiwvios), he is dead ; he is dead as well as no more present 
(ovx etal, Matt. ii. 18), he has lost himself. — Ver. 26. ev 77 
do&m «.7.A.] A threefold glory :—(1) His own, which He has 
absolutely as the exalted Messiah (comp. xxiv. 26); (2) The 
glory of God, which accompanies Him who comes down from 
the throne of God; (3) The glory of the angels, who surround 
with their brightness Him who comes down from God's 
throne (comp. Matt. xxviii. 3 and elsewhere; Hahn, Z/eol. d. 
N. T. § 116). The genitives have all the same reference, 
genitives of the subject.— Ver. 27. adnPas] not belonging to 
Aéyo (in that case it would be a translation of dry, and 
would come first, as in xii. 44, xxi. 3), but to what follows. 
—avtov] (see the critical remarks) here, Acts xv. 34; 
Matt. xxvi. 36; Plato, Polit. i. p. 327 C, and elsewhere. — 
tyv Baowr. T. Oeod] the kingdom of the Messiah, not less definite, 
but simpler than Matthew and Mark. 

Vv. 28-36. See on Matt. xvii. 1-13; Mark ix. 2-15.— 
. @oet Huépat oxtw] without construction (comp. ver. 13), see 
on Matt. xv. 32; Winer, pp. 458, 497 [E. T. 648 f., 704]; 
Buttmann, Neutest. Gr. p. 122 [E. T. 139]. The cet 
protects Luke from the reproach of representing himself as 
paying more attention than Mark to chronology (Holtzmann). 
— mpocevEacba:] See on v. 16.—Ver. 29. 70 eidos] the 
appearance of His countenance: “'Transformatio splendorem 
addidit, faciem non subtraxit,”’ Jerome. — evxos]| not instead 
of an adverb, but ¢Eaorp. is a second predicate added on 
by way of climax without «ai (Dissen, ad Pind. p. 304), 
white, glistening. On é€aotp., comp. LXX. Ezek. i. 4, 7; 
Nah. iii. 3; Thryphiod. 103. — Ver. 31. tyv é&odov 
avtov| His departure, namely, from His life and work on 
earth: through His death, resurrection, and ascension (Joseph. 
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mnie. iv. 9.2). Comp, Wisd: tii. 2; vii: 6; 2 Pet. i. 13, 
and the passages in Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 287, 1142; Elsner, 
Obss. p. 219. Corresponding to this is e’codos, Acts xiii. 24. 
This subject of the ovAXanreiv, of which neither Matthew nor 
Mark has any hint, first appeared in Luke from the later 
tradition which very naturally attained to this reflection, and, 
moreover, might gather it from Mark ix. 9; Matt. xvii. 9.7 — 
mAnpovv| The departure is conceived of as divinely /fore- 
ordained, therefore as being fulfilled when it actually occurred. 
See Kypke, I p. 253.— Ver. 32. But Peter and his com- 
panions, while this was going on before them, were weighed 
down with sleep (drowsy); as they nevertheless remained awake, 
were not actually asleep, they saw, etc. —On  BeBapnu. 
vive, comp. Matt. xxvi. 43; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 77. — 
Siaypny.| is not to be explained as it usually is, postguam 
experrectt sunt (Castalio), but (so also Schegg), when, how- 
ever, they had thoroughiy awakened. Comp. Herodian, iii. 
4. 8: mdons Tihs vuKtos ... Suaypnyopycavtes ; Vule. (Lach- 
mann): vigilantes, — Ver. 33. According to Luke, Peter desires 
by his proposal to prevent the departure of Moses and Elias. 
— pn eidas 6 Aéyer] He was not conscious to himself of what 
he said (so much had the marvellous appearance that had 
presented itself to him as he strugeled with sleep’ confused 
him), otherwise he would not have proposed anything so im- 
proper. The whole feature of the drowsiness of the disciples 
belongs to a later form of the tradition, which, even as early 
as Mark, is no longer so primitive as in Mattliew. Reflection 
sought to make the saying about the building of tabernacles 
intelligible ; but the tendency-critics were the first to suggest 
that there was a design of throwing the primitive apostles, 
especially Peter, into the shade (Baur, Evang. p. 435, Markus- 
evang. p. 68; Hilgenfeld, Zvang. p. 179, 181; see, on the 
other hand, Késtlin, p. 200). — Ver. 34 f. éwecxiacey attovs] 
avtous, as at ver. 33, refers to Moses and Elias, who are 
separating from Jesus, not to the disciples (see on Matt. 
xvii. 5), It is otherwise in Matthew, who has not the detail 
ev T@ SLaxwpiferOat ai'tovs am’ adtod. — While Peter speaks 
Comp. Weizsicker, Evang. Gesch. p. 481. 
LUKE II. G 
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with Jesus, the cloud appears which overshadows the depart- 
ing Moses and Elias, These (continuing their departure) pass 
away into the cloud; the voice resounds and the entire appear- 
ance is past, Jesus is alone. — éxdereypu.] See the critical 
remarks ; comp. xxlil. 35. Of the conversation on the sub- 
ject of Elias, Luke has nothing. It was remote from his 
Gentile-Christian interest. But all the less are we to impute 
an anti-Jewish purpose (such as that he would not have John 
regarded as Elias) to Luke, whose style, moreover, elsewhere 
tends to abbreviation (in opposition to Baur in the Zheol. Jahrb. 
1853, p. 80).— Ver. 36. éctynoav] Of the command of 
Jesus, with a view to this result, the abbreviating Luke has 
nothing. 

Vv. 37-45. See on Matt. xvii. 14-23; Mark ix. 14-32, 
the latter of which Luke follows on the whole, but 
abbreviating. — 7H €&s nyépa] According to Luke, the 
transfiguration took place at night, ver. 32.— Ver. 38. 
emuBréeyrat| to look wpon, with helpful pity to cast eyes 
upon. Comp. 148; Heclus. xxx 1; Tob. ui. 3, Sige 
‘Judith xiii. 4. See the critical remarks. The middle voice 
does not occur. ovoyeryns in this passage, as at vill. 42, is 
found only in Luke. — Ver. 39. xpafer] does not refer to the 
demon (Bornemann), but to the son, since kat éEaipyns intro- 
duces the result which is brought about in the possessed 
one by the wvedua AapBaver adtov. The sudden change 
of the subjects is the less surprising when we take into 
account the rapid impassioned delineation. See Winer, 
p. 556 [E. T. 787], and Schoemann, ad Js. p. 294 f.— 
poyis| hardly, with trouble and danger; used only here in 
the New Testament. — cuvytpiBov adrov] whilst he bruises him 
(even still—as he yields). Conceive of a paroxysm in which 
the demoniac ferociously beats and knocks and throws himself 
down. This literal meaning of cvrTp. is, on account of the 
vivid description in the context, to be preferred to the figurative 
meaninge—frets, wears away (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bornemann, 
Ewald), although Mark has &paiveras, in another colloca- 
tion, however. — Ver. 42. éru dé mpocepy. avtov] but as he 
was still coming—not yet altogether fully come up. — 
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eppntev . . . cuveotupagey}] a climax describing the con- 
vulsive action, he tore him, and convulsed him (comp. o7a- 
payyos, cramp). — tdoato t. 7m.] namely, by the expulsion 
of the demon. — él 7. peyarevot. Tt. Oeod] at the majesty 
(Josephus, Antt. Procem. p. 5; Athen. iv. p. 130 F) of God. 
“Quovto yap, ovx €& idias Suvdwews, GAN €x Oeod tTaita 
Tepatoupyeiy avtov, Euthymius Zigabenus.— ézoles] Im- 
perfect (see the critical remarks). Their wonder was excited 
by the miracles of Jesus as a whole, among which was to be 
reckoned also that special case. — Ver. 44. Oéc0e dpets x.7.r. | 
Place ye, on your part, etc. The disciples were to continue 
mindful of this expression of amazement (tods Adyous 
TovTouvs) on account of the contrast (Oo yap vids «.7.r.) in 
which his own destiny would soon appear therewith. They 
were therefore to build no hopes thereupon, but only thence 
to recognise the mobile vulgus! Bornemann, de Wette, 
Schegg refer 7. Aoy. TovT. to Oo yap vids «.7.r., so that yap 
would be explanatory (to wit). So already Erasmus. But 
the above reference of the plural tovs X. TovT. most readily 
suggests itself according to the context; since, on the one 
hand, wavtay 6é Gavpafovtwy preceded (comp. subsequently 
the singular ro pha, ver. 45); and, on the other, the areumen- 
tative use of yap seems the most simple and natural. — evs 
xeip. avOpwr.| into the hands of men, He, who has just been 
marvelled at as the manifestation of the majesty of God.— 
Ver. 45. tva] purely a particle of purpose, expressing the 
object of the divine decree. — aic@wytar] that they should 
not become aware of it. The idea of the divine decree is that 
their spiritual perception through the internal aicOnrypia 
(Heb. v. 14), their intellectual aic@yous (Phil. i. 9), was not 
to attain to the meaning of the saying. The verb occurs 
only here in the New Testament.—xal époBobvto x.7.r. 
See on Mark ix. 32.— The whole description of this failure 
to understand is only a superficial expansion of Mark ix. 32, 
and not an intentional depreciation of the Twelve in the 
Pauline interest (Baur, Hilgenfeld). 

Vv. 46-50. See on Matt. xviii. 1-5; Mark ix. 33-40. — 
clone x.7.d.] then came a thought in their hearts. A well- 
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known pregnancy of expression in respect of ev, wherein the 
result of the elcépyec@ar — the being in them —is the pre- 
dominant idea. See Bernhardy, p. 208. Another mode of 
regarding the rising of thoughts in the mind is expressed at 
xxiv. 38.—is dv «.7.X.| who probably (possibly, see Kiihner, 
Il. p. 478) would be greater, i.e. more to be preferred among 
them. Comp. on 1 Cor. xiii. 13. This question of rank, 
which Mark introduces with greater historical detail, is not 
referred in Mark and .Luke specially to the Messiah’s king- 
dom, as is the case in Matthew. See on Mark ix. 33. The 
occasion of the question is not stated in Mark and Luke 
(otherwise in Matt. xvui. 1), and is by Theophylact quite 
arbitrarily sought in the cure of the demoniac, which the 
disciples had not been able to accomplish, and in view of the 
failure were throwing the blame upon one another.— 7ap’ 
éaute | close to Himself. In such a position opposite to the 
disciples, as clearly to make common cause with Jesus Him- 
self (see ver. 48).— Ver. 48. The meaning and train of 
thought in Luke are substantially the same as in Mark 
ix. 36 f., as also in Matt. xvii. 2 ff.; the same principles are 
enunciated in the same sense. The child placed there is the 
living type of the Awmble disciple as he, in opposition to that 
arrogant disposition in ver. 46, ought to be. And this child 
standing there as such a moral type, ze. every disciple of 
Christ like to him in unassuming humility, is so highly 
esteemed before God, that whosoever lovingly receives him, ete. 
For (yap, introducing a confirmatory explanation) he who is 
less (than the others) among you all (to wit, subjectively, 
according to his own estimation of himself) 7d great 
(objectively, in accordance with his real worth). Therefore 
the saying of Jesus in Luke ought not to have been explained 
as wanting in point (de Wette) or without connection (Strauss), 
nor should it have been maintained that the placing of the 
child before the disciples was originally without reference to 


1 Not: greater éhan they, as Weiss in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol, p. 96, supposes. 
That their question, according to Luke, was not so devoid of understanding is 
shown, moreover, by puxporspos ty raw duiv, ver. 48. Luke therefore had no 
wish to set aside the contest about rank, 
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the dispute about rank (Weisse). — Ver. 49. As to the con- 
nection of thought with what precedes, see on Mark ix. 38. 
Luke follows him with abbreviations. But any reference to 
an attack on the ministerial. efficiency of the Apostle Paul 
(Késtlin, p. 201) is quite arbitrarily read into ver. 50.— 
él 7. ovop. cov] on the ground of Thy name, giving out Him 
as the authority which the demons had to obey. In this 
sense they used the name of Jesus in the expulsion of 
demons. Comp. xxi. 8, xxiv. 47; Acts iv. 17 f.; and for 
actual cases, Acts iii. 6, 16, xvi. 18.—adxKor. pe? Hudr] 
a frequent construction in the classical writers also, Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. p. 353 f. Comp. Rev. vi. 8, xiv. 13. 

Ver. 51 ff. Luke now enters upon his narrative of the journey 
of Jesus to Jerusalem at the close of His earthly career, and 
transfers to this journey all that follows as far as xviii. 30.’ 
Not until xviii. 15 does he again go parallel with Matthew and 
Mark. The journey is not direct, for in that case only three 
days would have been needed for it, but it is to be con- 
ceived of as a slow cirewit whose final goal, however, is Jeru- 
salem and the final development there. The direct journey 
towards Jerusalem does not begin till the departure from 
Jericho, xviii. 35. Jesus, with His face towards Jerusalem, 
wishes to pass through Samaria (vv. 52, 53); but being 
rejected, He turns again*towards Galilee, and does not appear 
again on the borders of Samaria till xvii. 11,7 whence it is 
plain that Luke did not transfer the history of Martha and 
Mary (x. 38) to Bethany, in which respect, according to John, 
he was assuredly in error. This being conceded, and in con-_ 
sideration of Luke in general having so much that is peculiar 

1 That there is actually before us in this place a narrative of a journey has 
indeed been denied, but only under the pressure of harmonistic criticism. Even 
Weiss rightly maintains its character as the narrative of a journey whose goal is 
Jerusalem. Still its contents are not to be limited to the ministry of Jesus 
outside of Galilee. See also Weizsiicker, p. 207. 

* Therefore it is not to be said that Luke makes the chief part of the journey 
pass through Samaria, whereby, according to Baur (Hvang. p. 433f.)}, he wished 
to support the Pauline universalism by the authority of Jesus. In ver. 51 fi. 
Luke relates only an atiempt to pass through Samaria, which, however (ver. 56), 


was abandoned. This, moreover, is opposed to Baur’s comparison of the Gospel 
of Luke with that of John (p. 488), and opposed to Késtlin, p. 189. 
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to himself,—since he, following his sources and investigations 
(i. 3), so frequently varies from Matthew and Mark in the 
sequence of events and the combination of discourses,—the 
judgment of de Wette appears wrong: that the whole section, 
namely, is an unchronological and unhistorical collection, prob- 
ably occasioned by the circumstance that Luke had met with 
much evangelical material which he did not know how to insert 
elsewhere, and therefore threw together in this place (comp. also 
Reuss, § 206 ; Hofmann, Schriftb. II. 2, p. 355). In that case 
the very opposite of Luke’s assurance (i. 3) would be true, and 
Bruno Bauer’s sneer on the subject of the journey would not be 
without reason. He must actually have found the chronological 
arrangement of what is recorded in this large section as belong- 
ing to the end of the sojourn in Galilee, and this must have 
determined his special treatment, in respect of which he inter- 
sperses at xii. 22 and xvii. 11 hints for enabling the reader to 
make out his whereabouts in the history (comp. Ewald). But 
Kuinoel (following Marsh and Eichhorn) quite arbitrarily 
deduces the section ix. 51—xviii. 14 from a gnomology bearing 
upon the last journey of Christ, on the margin of which also 
much belonging to an earlier time was written. The assump- 
tion of Schleiermacher, moreover, is incapable of proof (comp. 
Olshausen and Neander, Ebrard also, and Bleek): that there are 
here blended together the narratives of two journeys to Jeru- 
salem—to the feast of the Dedication and to the Passover. So 
also Hofmann, Weissag. u. Hr fill. 11. p.113. Decidedly opposed 
to this, however, is the fact that the intercalation of other his- 
torical elements (x. 25-xviii. 31) must again be assumed. 
Finally, the assertion of Wieseler (Chronol. Synopse, p. 319 ff.), 
that ix. 51—xii. 21 is parallel with John vii, 10-x. 42 (then 
xiii, 22—xvil. 10 with John xi. 1-54; and lastly, xvii. 11—xix. 
28 with John xi. 55—xii. 11), so that thus Luke in ix. 51 is 
introducing, not the last journey to Jerusalem, but the last but 
two, is negatived on purely exegetical grounds by ts avany- 
arews (see subsequently). The older harmonistic schemes also 
placed the journey in question parallel with John vii. 10, but 
got themselves, awkwardly enough, out of the difficulty of ris 
avadyews by means of the evasion: “non enim Lucas dicit, 
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dies illos jam impletos esse, sed factum hoc esse, dum convpleren- 
tur,’ Calovius. In various ways attempts have been made to 
solve the question, whence Luke derived his narrative (see espe- 
cially Ewald, Jahrb. II. p. 222, and Hvang. p. 282 ff. ; Weiz- 
siicker, p. 209 ff.). Yet, apart from his general sources, in 
regard to which, however, it is not needful, in view of the Logia, 
to presuppose a later treatment and transposition (Ewald), it 
can scarcely be inferred as to the general result that in this 
peculiar portion of his Gospel down to xviii. 14 a special 
evangelical document, a special sowrce containing a journey, 
must have been in Luke’s possession, and that this was rich 
in fragments of discourse, partly, indeed, in such as occur also 
in the Logia, although differently arranged, and in part differ- 
ently put together, but pre-eminently rich in parabolic and 
narrative discourses, such as were in accordance with the 
Pauline views; for the entire omission of these discourses 
by Matthew and Mark sufficiently proves that (in opposi- 
tion to Holtzmann) they did not as yet appear in the Logia, 
but formed an anthology of the Lord’s original sayings that 
grew up out of a later development. Weizsicker, p. 141 ff,, 
has ingeniously endeavoured to indicate the relations of the 
several portions to the doctrinal necessities of the apostolic 
age, in regard to which, however, much remains problematical, 
and in much he takes for granted tendencies whose existence 
cannot be proved. It is totally unfounded to attribute to 
Luke any modification of his accounts brought about by motives 
of partisanship‘ (Baur, Késtlin, and others), in respect of which 
Kostlin, p. 236, supposes that he vaguely and contradictorily 
worked up an older narrative about the journey through 
Samaria and Peraea, because after he had once brought Jesus 
to Samaria he would not wish to mention expressly His leav- 
ing this region again immediately. (But see on ver. 56.) 

Ver. 51. "Ev 76 cuptdrnpodabat x.7.d.| when the days of His 
taking up (i.e. the days when their consummation ordained by 
God, His assumption, was to oceur) were entirely completed, i.e. 

1 That thus, for instance, by the narrative of the fiery zeal of the sons of 


Zebedee he just desired to prove how little they were capable of going beyond 
the limits of Judaism. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 182 f. 
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when the period of His recewing up (assumptio, Vulg.) was very 
near. EKuthymius Zigabenus aptly says: juépas ths dvadny- 
apews avTod Réyes TOV Katpoy Tov adopicbévTAa péeypL Tis 
avarippews avTod Tis ato yis ets ovpavov. In the New Testa- 
ment dvarnwes occurs only in this place. But it appears in 
the same sense of the taking wp into heaven, and that likewise 
of the Messiah, in the Zest. XII. Patr. p. 585: kat peya- 
AvvOnoeTas ev TH oikovperyn Ews avadyews av’Tod; and in the 
Fathers (see Suicer, Zhes. I. p. 282); although in the New 
Testament the verb avarauBavecbar is the customary word to 
express this heavenly reception, Mark xvi. 19; Actsi. 2, 11,22; 
Li Tim. i. 16. Comp. b- Mace. 11.58; Eeclus: xlvaeaae 
2 Kings ii. 11; Ecclus. xlix. 14; Tobit iii.6. The objections 
of Wieseler are unfounded: that the plural tas *pépas, as 
well as the absence of any more precise limitation for ava. 
(eis tov ovpavor), is opposed to this view. The plural is as 
much in place here! as at ii. 6, 22; Acts ix. 23; and dva- 
Anis, without more precise limitation, in no way needed such 
a limitation, because by means of avrod it leaves it absolutely 
without doubt that the current idea of Christ’s assumption is 
meant, as, moreover, avedrpOn, Acts i. 2, and 1 Tim. iii. 16, 
although without any local definition, presented no ambiguity 
to the Christian consciousness, Comp. the ecclesiastical wsus 
loquendi of asswmptio without qualification. Wieseler him- 
self explains: “when the days drew to an end in which 
He found a reception (in Galilee, to wit), He journeyed 
towards Jerusalem in order to work there.” An erroneous 
device, the necessary result of harmonistic endeavours. No- 
body could guess at the supplementary “in Galilee ;” and 
what a singularly unsuitable representation, since, indeed, 
Jesus up to this time almost always, and even so late as at 
ver. 43, found appreciation and admiration in Galilee ! — 

1 Tf Luke had written ta» auépay x. aver. he would thereby have declared that 
what followed happened on the very day of the assumption. Comp. Acts ii. 1. 
But Bengel well says: ‘‘unus erat dies assumtionis in coelum, sed quadraginta 
dies a resurrectione, imo etiam hi dies ante passionem erant instar parasceves. 
Instabat adhue passio, crux, mors, sepuleruin, sed per haec omnia ad metain pro- 


spexit Jesus, cujus sensum imitatur stylus evangelistae.”’ Comp. John xii. 23, 
xiii. 8, 31, xvii., and elsewhere, 
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autos] ipse, in view of the subsequent sending forward of His 
messengers. — 70 TpocwT. avtod éatnp.| He settled (stedfastly 
directed) His cowntenance,—a Hebraism (0°28 0°), Jer. xxi. 10, 
moon sive Sy Gem xxx 21 2 Kings xi, 18) Dan. 
xi. 17, to be traced to the source that he made use of. Comp. 
Gesenius (who points out the existence of the same usage in 
Arabie and Syriac) in Rosenmiiller, Rep. I. p. 136, and Thesauwr. 
IL. p. 1109. The meaning is: He adopted His settled pur- 
pose to journey to Jerusalem (tod tropevecOar, genitive of 
purpose); apwpicev, exvpwcev, Extnoe Bovrnv, Theophylact. 

Vv. 52, 53. "Ayyédous does not as yet mean the Seventy 
(Neander), and @ore is as at iv. 29.— érousdoas ait] to 
make preparation for Him (comp. Mark xiv. 15), ae. in this 
case : éTowpadcas Urodoyny Tpos KaTaywynv adtod, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. — Ver. 53. kal od« édé€avto avtov| which rejec- 
tion was accomplished by the refusal given to the messengers 
that He had sent before, see ver. 52. That Jesus Himself fol- 
lowed them is not implied in the passage. — étt To mpocwrror, 
not because generally He was journeying towards Jerusalem 
(évavtiws yap ot Zapapeitac mpos tors ‘“Iepocodvupitas 
duéxewwT0, Euthymius Zigabenus; so usually), for through 
Samaria passed the wswal pilgrims’ road of the Galilaeans, 
Josephus, Anti. xx. 6.1; Vit. 52; comp. John iv. 4; nor 
yet because they were unwilling to lodge “so large a Jewish 
procession” as the train of disciples (Lange, of which, how- 
ever, nothing appears),—but because they regarded an alleged 
Messiah journeying towards Jerusalem as not being the actual 
Messiah. We must think of the messengers themselves 
announcing Jesus as the Messiah, although, besides, according 
to John iv., the knowledge of His Messianic call might have 
already penetrated from Galilee to the Samaritan villages ; 
but the Samaritans did not expect of the Messiah (see the 
expositors on John iv. 25) the observance of festivals in 
Jerusalem, but the restoration and elorification of the worship 
upon Gerizim. (Comp. Bertholdt, Christol. p. 21 f.) The 
expression 70 Tpocw7. avTod av mopevoy. is a Hebraism, Ex. 
xxxlli. 14; 2 Sam. xvii. 11. 

Vv. 54-56. “Idovtes] they saw it in the return of the 
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messengers, who would not otherwise have come back. — The 
two disciples are not to be identified with the messengers 
(Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus). — vip] Five, not: fulmen 
(Wetstein, Kuinoel), a modern mode of explaining away, of 
which, neither in 2 Kings i. 10-12 (when at the word of 
Khias fire from heaven devours the people of Ahaziah) nor on 
the part of the disciples is there any notion. — ov« oldate 
«.T.r.] As in respect of vets the emphatic contrast with 
Elias is not to be disregarded (“retunditur provocatio ad 
Elam,” Bengel), so it is objectionable to explain, with Borne- 
mann: “Nonne perpenditis, qualem vos . .. animum pro- 
datis? Certe non humaniorem, quam modo vobis Samaritani 
praestiterunt.” The Samaritans had not, indeed, refused to 
receive Jesus from lack of humanity ; see on ver. 53. Rightly 
the expositors have explained ofov mvevpatos of a spirit which 
is differently disposed from that displayed by Elias. In that 
respect the form of the saying has been taken by some afirma- 
tively (so Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and others ; 
latest of all, Ewald), some interrogatively (so Luther, Zeger, and 
most of the later critics); but the matter of it has been so 
understood that Jesus is made to say to the disciples ether (a) 
that they knew not that they were allowing themselves to be 
guided by a wholly different spirit from that of Elias (see as 
early as Augustine, C. Adimant. 17, Calvin, Grotius: “ Putatis 
vos agi Spiritu tali, quali olim Elias . . .; sed ervatis. 
Habetis quidem ov, sed ob kat’ ér’yvwow, et qui proinde 
humani est affectus, non divinae motionis”), so in substance 
Ch. F. Fritzsche also in his Nov. Opuse. p. 264; ov (b) that they 
knew not that they as His disciples wefe to follow the guidance 
of a wholly different spirit from that of Elias,—the evangelical 
spirit of meekness, not the legal spirit of severity (so Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, Zeger, Jansen, Bengel, and most of the later 
commentators). The view under (a) bears on the face of i 
the motives on which it depends, viz. to avoid making Jesus 
rebuke the spirit of Elias. The view under () is simply in 
accordance with the words, and is to be preferred in the inter- 
rogative form, as being more appropriate to the earnestness of 
the questioner; yet wvevuaros is not to be explained, as most 
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of the later commentators explain it, of the Auman spirit 
(“ affectus animi,” Grotius), but (rightly, even so early as Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus) of the Holy Spirit. To this objective wvetpa 
the categorical éoré points (which does not mean: ye ought to 
be). As to eivai twos, whereby is expressed the relation of 
dependence, see on Mark ix. 41, and Winer, p. 176 [E. T. 
243 f.].— Ver. 56. érépav] into a village which was not Suma- 
vitan. Theophylact: é7tz ov« déEavto avtov, ovdé eiondOev 
els Sapdpecav. Thus the journey at its very commencement 
diverged from the direct course that had been decided on 
(in opposition to Wieseler, p. 326). To suppose the further 
progress of the journey through Samaria (in this place con- 
sequently Schenkel misplaces the incident in John iv.) is 
altogether without authority in the text. 

Vv. 57-60. See on Matt. viii 19-22, who has placed 
the incidents earlier. These little narratives circulated pro- 
bably in general without definite historical arrangement. 
Arbitrarily enough, Lange’ finds the three unnamed ones that 
follow, vv. 57,59, 61, in Judas Iscariot, Thomas, and Matthew. 
According to Luke, they were assuredly none of the twelve 
(vi. 13 ff.).— ropevopévwy avtay] to wit, els éTépay Kopny, 
ver. 56. — év 79 050] is to be taken with what follows (Lach- 
mann). If, as is usually the case, it were connected with 
mop. avt., it would simply be useless. — aaedOovts] Case of 
attraction, Kiihner, II. p. 344. — Ver. 60. Sudyyedre x.7.r.] 
announce everywhere (dia, comp. Rom. ix. 17) the kingdom of 
God, the imminent establishment of the Messiah’s kingdom. 

Vv. 61, 62. Peculiar to Luke. — arotdEac@at x.7.d.] to say 
farewell to my family. Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 13, and see on Mark 
vi. 45; Vulg.: “ renuntiare.” So also Augustine, Maldonatus, 
and others. Literally, and likewise rightly (see xiv. 33 ;/ 


LTotre yap ayaboy tori xal avekinexov, Euthymius Zigabenus. But not as 
though Jesus indirectly denied to Elias the Holy Spirit (comp. already on i. 17), 
but in His disciples the Holy Spirit is in His operations different from what He 
was in the old prophets, seeing that He was in them the instrument of the 
divine chastisement. 

* He—just as arbitrarily, since the brief narratives omit all such details— 
represents the first as being of a sanguine, the second of a melancholic, the 
third of a phlegmatic temperament. Sce Z. J. III. p. 424. 
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Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 24). But the answer or vesus, ver. 62, 
eives for avora€. the idea of attachment, not of renunciation. 
— Tois eis K.7.X., according to the above explanation of azoraé., 
must be masculine, not neuter. (Vulgate in Lachmann, Augus- 
tine, Maldonatus, Paulus.) — és] not instead of ev (thus de 
Wette, however), but a case of attraction, such as we very 
frequently meet with in the classical writers. The two ideas, 
amépyecOat eis Tov oiKov jou and dmotd€. Tois év TO olKm 
pov, are so blended together that the former is forced into the 
latter, and has driven out év for ets. See in general, Kiihner, 
II. p. 318 f£, ad-Xen. Anab. i. 1. 5. Comp. Buttmann; 
Neut. Gr. p. 286 [E. T. 332].— Ver. 62. The meaning of 
the proverbial saying, in which, moreover, “cum proverbio 
significatur, cul rei aptetur proverbium” (Grotius) is, Wo one 
who has offered to labour in avy service, and, withal, still attaches 
his interest to his earlicr relations (BXérwv wadw eri Tov 
xcopov, Theophylact), is well fitted (adapted, available) for the 
kingdom of the Messiah (to labour for it). Entire devction, not 
divided service! On els te PrEetrewv, oculos aliquo conveitere, 
see Tittmann, Synon. p. 112. 
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VER. 1. e8doujnovra] BD M, 42, Syr. Perss. Arm. Vulg. Cant. 
Vere. Colb. For, Rd. Sax. and many Fathers add dio here, and 
most of them lkewise at ver. 17; Lachmann has adopted the 
latter in brackets. Supposed to be a more exact fixing of the 
number in accordance with the relation (12 times 6).— Ver. 2. 
Instead of the first ot, Lachm. Tisch. have 62; see on vi. 9.— 
Ver. 3. éyw| is wanting in A Bx, min. Arm. Vule. ms. codd. of 
It. Lachm. Tisch. It is from Matt. x. 16.— Ver. 5. sisépyjode] 
Here and at ver. 10 <istAdyre must be read, on preponderating 
evidence. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
If it were not original, but an alteration, <icépynode at ver. 8 
would not have been acquiesced in.— Ver. 6f. Lachm. and 
Tisch. have rightly deleted wé after Zé», the article before 
vids, and éori, ver. 7.— Ver. 8. 6 d&v] Lachm. Tisch. have é», 
according to evidence not preponderating ; and how easily the 6, 
that might be dispensed with, would drop away, since already 
the connecting particle was found in za/!— Ver. 11. After duay 
Griesb. has added ¢i¢ rove rédas yuav, in accordance with decisive 
authorities, among which, however, B D R 8, min. Sax. It. want 
nuav, Which therefore Lachm. and Tisch. have not adopted with 
the rest. But it was just this word judy that occasioned the 
omission of the words in question, because the transcriber passed 
onimmediately from iwéy to 74a. Hence the reading of Gries- 
bach is to be maintained in its integrity. — After jyyimev, Elz. 
Scholz have 2g ivé&, in opposition to authorities so important 
that it can only appear as a repetition from ver. 9.— Ver. 12. 
After 2~2y Elz. [Tisch. 8 also] has 6: (Lachm. in brackets), 
opposed to very important evidence. A connective addition. 
— Ver. 13. éyévvro] BD L 8, min. have éyevjdnouv. So Lachm. 
and Tisch. The Recepta is from Matt. xi. 21. — xadqucvas] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have xaéjuevor, in accordance with decisive 
evidence. The Aecepta is a grammatical alteration. — Ver. 15. 
% 'ws Tov oipavd inpwde?ou|] Lachm. Tisch. have mj fws cipavod 
inpwojon, in accordance with B D L & x, Syr.*"™ Aeth. Copt. It. 
To be rejected as at Matt. xi. 24.— Ver. 19. dius] Tisch. has 
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didwxa, following B C* L X x, vss. Or. Caes. Bas. Cyr. Epiph. 
Chrys. Rightly; the present tense more readily occurred to 
the transcribers. — aé:xyo6n] Lachm. and Tisch. have désmjoer, on 
authority so important that déi7on must be regarded as a gram- 
matical alteration. — Ver. 20. After yaip. 6¢ Elz. has w&rdov, in 
opposition to largely preponderating evidence. An addition for 
toning down the expression. — Instead of éypégn Tisch. has 
iyyéypusras, following B L X 8, 1, 33, Eus. Bas. Cyr. [Tisch. 8 
has évyéyparras, following 8 B]. But the compound, as well 
as the perfect tense, looks like a more precise definition of 
the original éypépn.— Ver. 21. After weduars BC DK LX 
= 18, min. vss. (even Vulg. It.) have r@ aviv. Adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. <A pious addition; the transcribers would 
hardly have omitted the adjective, especially as in ver. 20 
r& xveijuara had just gone before in an entirely different 
sense.— Ver. 22 is introduced in Elz. Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. 8] 
by wai orpugeis apoc rovg pmabnras cize. The words are to he 
retained, in opposition to Griesb. and Tisch. [Tisch. 8 has 
the words]; they are wanting in B D L M &x8, min. vss. (even 
Vulg. codd. of It.) Ir, but they were omitted partly in accord- 
ance with Matthew, partly because, on account of ver. 23, they 
seemed inappropriate in this place. If they had been adopted 
out of ver. 23, ar ié/ay also, which in ver. 23 is omitted only 
by D, vss., would have been taken up with them, and the words 
would be wanting in ver. 23 in one set of the authorities. — 
Ver. 27. Lachm. and Tisch. have, indeed, é& éang r. xapédias o., but 
then év 6An 7. bux o. x. ev ban r. ionbi o. x. ev GAN TF. Oravoim o., ON 
evidence so important that the Recepta, which throughout reads 
zz, must be traced to the LXX. D, min. It. have throughout 
2v, from Matt. xxii. 37.— Ver. 29. d:xcuoiv] Lachm. Tisch, have 
Sixcrdioas, ON decisive evidence. — Ver. 30. ruyxdvovra] deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L 28, min. Copt. 
Arm. Vulg. It. It was altogether superfluous, and was there- 
fore passed over; there was no motive for adding it.— Fora 
similar reason yevéuevos, ver. 32, is to be maintained, in opposi- 
to Tisch. [Tisch. 97°Ps: indeed omits it, but Tisch. 8 has restored 
it]. — Ver. 33. airév] is wanting in B C.L 28, 1, 33, 254, Vere. 
Vind. Colb. Rd. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
tightly. It is from ver. 31.— Ver. 3d, 2&¢ddy] is wanting in 
BDLX 8x, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Vulg. It. Chrys. 
Condemned by Griesb. and Schulz (by the latter as “ vox moles- 
tissima”), deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. To be maintained. 
The similar 2z8aau» which follows occasioned the omission of 
the word, which, besides, appeared cumbrous. — Ver. 36. ov] 
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bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch., in accordance with B L 
= N, min. vss. Aconnective addition. The arrangement rAjoiov 
doxs? oo: (Elz. Lachm. have doz. «. rAno.) is decisively attested. — 
Instead of rapaxadiouow, read, with Tisch. in ver. 59, rapaxa- 
éeodeiou, in accordance with ABC* Ls. The Recepta is the 
easier reading. — Ver. 41. rup8aZ%y] Lachm. [Tisch. 8 also] has 
dopuBaéZn, in accordance with BC D L 8 1, 33, Bas. Evagr. An 
interpretation in accordance with the frequently occurring 
dspuBoc.— The reading dr/ywv 62 gor ypsia 7 evig (B C** LY, 1, 
33, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Fathers) and similar readings have 
originated from the explanation which takes the passage as 
meaning one dish. 


Ver. 1. The appointment and mission of the Seventy are 
transferred by Luke to this last journey of Christ, and are 
narrated as if they were supposed by the author to have some 
reference to ix. 52 (améoterev . . . avTov). Hence: kat 
étépous, which does not refer to the Twelve (Bleek -and others), 
but to the intimation, which is nearer to it, both in place 
and meaning, in ix. 52; and meta tadra, which points back 
to ix. 57-62, although de Wette regards the reference as 
obscure and inappropriate. With arbitrary erroneousness 
Olshausen says that in this communication there is adopted a 
fragment from an earlier period, and that peta tadra is not 
chronological (after this, see v. 27, xviii. 4), but besides (fol- 
lowing Schleiermacher, p. 169). — avédeacEev] renuntiavit, He 
announced them as nominated, Acts i. 24; 2 Mace. ix. 25, 
x. 11, xiv. 26; 3 Esdr. i. 37,ii.3; occurs often in the classical 
writers; comp. avddevkis, i. 80.— éBdopnxovta] In accord- 
ance with the apostolic number of twelve, so far as this had 
reference to the tribes of the people, it is probable that Jesus 
had in view the ancient Hebrew analogue of the seventy 
(originally seventy-two) elders of the people (see Ewald, Alterth. 
p. 284f.; Saalschiitz, Mos. R. p. 39). It is unlikely that 
there is any reference to the Gentile nations numbering seventy, 
according to Gen. x. (Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenthwm, II. p. 
3,736 f.; Gieseler, Versuch, p. 128), since there is no mention 
at all of any destination for the Gentiles (a subject on which 
Luke, least of all, would have been silent ; in opposition to 
Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, Gieseler, and others, especially 





1t2 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


Baur and his school, Kostlin also) ; nay, according to ix. 53- 
56, and according to the particulars of the journey, Samaria 
should not at all be regarded (in opposition to Wieseler, 
p. 326 f., Baur, and others) as the theatre of their ministry. 
Moreover, no reference is to be assumed (as with Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Valla, and others) to the seventy palm- 
trees of Ex. xv. 27.— 0d] see Winer, p. 419 [E. T. 592]. 
Lange, II. p. 1057 f., is wrong in explaining: into the places 
which He had Himself previously designed to visit ; that Jesus, 
namely, sent the Seventy through Samaria ; that He Himself 
did not make this circuit, but that, nevertheless, He was not 
willing to give up the Samaritan people (as representatives 
of the seventy Gentile nations), and therefore determined to 
convey the gospel to them by means of the Seventy. Against 
this invention of a “ generous revenge,” po mpoowmou avTod 
and the imperfect #wedrXev are decisive. In general it is a 
mistake to assume that the mission of the Seventy went beyond 
the bounds of Judaism—on which assumption Baur and his 
school base the supposed Pauline tendency of the narrative. 
The region of the Samaritans is scarcely trodden before it is 
again forsaken, ix. 56, prior to the appointment of the Seventy. 
Weiss in the Stwd. u. Krit. 1861, p. 711, is right in saying: “ Of 
any appointment of the seventy disciples for Samaria, or for 
the heathen world at all, there is not a single word said.” 
Comp. Holtzmann, p. 393. 


LEMARK.—The narrative of the Seventy has been relegated into 
the unhistorical domain by Strauss, de Wette, Gfrorer (Jahr. 
d. Heils, 11. p. 371), Theile (z. Biogr. J. p. 51 f.), von Ammon 
(ZL. J. I. p. 355 ff), Baur (Lvang. p. 498 ff.), Schwegler, Bruno 
Bauer, Kostlin, Zeller, Ritschl, and others. But (1) as they 
accept the position that this was only a temporary and special 
appointment for the present journey, and not a permanent 
function, ver. 1, the silence of the rest of the evangelists, who 
indeed have not in general the detailed thread of this journey, 
as well as the silence of the subsequent history about their 
doings, is very easy to understand. — (2) That Jesus in general 
had around Him a larger circle of constant disciples, besides 
the Twelve, from whom He could appoint seventy for a special 
commission, is in itself, and from the evidence of such passages 


CHAP, X. 1. Eta 


as Acts i. 15, 21, 1 Cor. xv. 6, as well as John vi. 60, not to be 
doubted. — (3) The tradition would hardly have restrained 
itself within these narrow limits, but would have gone further 
than simply to allow the Seventy to be appointed and sent forth, 
and then to return and vanish; and would especially have 
passed over into the apostolic history.— (4) That Jesus gave 
them a commission similar to that which He gave the Twelve, . 
arose from the similar character of their temporary relation, in 
respect whereof, moreover, it is to be conceded that the tradi- 
tion involuntarily mingles elements out of the two commissions." 
(5) If the narrative had been, as has been supposed (see especi- 
ally Baur, Zvang. p. 435 ff., 498 ff.), an invention of the author, 
intended typically to keep the apostolic call of Paul in inces- 
sant contrast with that of the Twelve, it would have been just 
as necessary as it was easy to the inventor to relate what they 
did, or at least to inweave into the commission characteristic 
references to the ministry of Paul, yet these are entirely wanting 
(comp. rather xxiv. 47 f.; Acts i. 8); moreover, the Acts of the 
Apostles would not have been perfectly silent about the Seventy. 
In like manner as Baur, Kostlin also, p. 267 f., judges, deriving 
the narrative, as an account typically prefiguring the mission to 
the heathen,’ from the supposed Gospel of Peter, without, how- 
ever, acquiescing in the opposition to the Twelve asserted by 
Baur, Ewald (Zvang. p. 285, Gesch. Chr. p. 349), with whom in 
substance Holtzmann, p. 392 f., agrees, refers the narrative to a 
later period, in which the gradual disappearance of the Twelve 
gave to the Lord’s remaining companions so much more 
importance, that what was at first true only of the Twelve 
was involuntarily transferred to a wider circle; comp. also 
Weizsicker, p. 161 f,409f. But against this also the reasons 
specified under 1-4 hold good. Ewald, in his Gesch. d. Apost. 
Zeitalt. p. 158, supposes that they belonged to the hundred and 
twenty persons mentioned in Acts i.15.—The purpose of the 
mission was not in any way to further the personal faith of 
those who were sent (Hase, p. 200; Krabbe, p. 306), but, as is 


1 According to Baur, elements of the commission given to the Twelve are trans- 
ferred tendentially by the evangelist to the discourse to the Seventy, in order to 
give the preference to the latter, as being the true and genuine disciples. Comp. 
also Baur, Das Christenthum der drei ersten Jahrh. p. 76 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Evang. 
p. 183 ff. See, in general, against such supposed tendencies of Luke in regard to 
the primitive apostles, Holtzmann, p. 394 f.; Weiss, p. 709 ff. Weizsiicker, p. 
163, rightly emphasizes the fact that it is just these sayings which, in an eminent 
measure, must have been the common property of tradition. 

2 Comp. Weizsiicker, p. 409. 


LUKE II. Il 
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evident from the commission itself (see especially ver. 9), to 
prepare, by miraculous cures and by preaching, for the imminent 
advent of the Messiah. This entire journey of Jesus was 
intended to afford the people an opportunity for a final decision 
before the Lord’s departure from what had up to this time been 
His field of action, and to be in every quarter that Messianic entry 
which culminated in the final entry into Jerusalem. This func- 
tion of forerunners, which, according to ver. 1, was held in that 
respect by the Seventy, is at variance neither with ver. 7, which 
assumes no relatively long sojourn, but only forbids the change 
of quarters, nor with the return at ver. 17, which was necessary 
for pointing out the route of the journey.— The source from 
which Luke derived the section is none other than that of the 
entire narrative of the journey (see on ix. 51). That he gave 
to a fragment of the ZLogia “an expansion of the original title, 
from a mere calculation of what was probable,” is too hastily 
concluded by Holtzmann, p. 146. 


Ver. 2. Comp. Matt. ix. 37 f. First of all, Christ makes 
them apprehend the greatness of their task, and (ver. 3) their 
risk, and then gives them (ver. 4 ff.) rules of conduct.’— 
odiyor] notwithstanding your numbers, ye are still far from 
sufficient pds TO TAHOos THY peAXoYTOY TiacTeEveLV (Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus) ! — é«Bady] In this is contained the import- 
ance, the urgency of the mission: should drive forth (comp. on 
Mark i. 12; 1 Macc. xii. 27). 

Ver. 3. See on Matt. x. 16, where mpo8ata appears. 
A different form of the tradition, not to be explained as 
though Jesus called the Twelve mpo8ara as being tedeo- 
tépous (Euthymius Zigabenus). Comp. John xxi. 15-17. 

Ver. 4. Comp. ix. 3; Matt. x. 9.— Baddrdvtiov] a purse ; 

1 But the prohibition against going to the heathens and the Samaritans, 
Matt. x. 5, He does not give to the Seventy, and that for the simple reason 
that they had precisely to make the journey only as it was definitely marked 
out to them in ver. 1 (through Galilee), For this that prohibition would not 
have been at all appropriate. 

2 According to Weiss, Jesus, in respect of éa/yar, must have thought originally 
of Himself, while Luke thought of the Twelve. The former view contradicts 
the words of the passage, the latter the context. But that the discourse was 
originally addressed to the Twelve does not follow from xxii. 35, for the passage 


there alluded to is to be sought in ix. 8 (although with certain coincidences 
from x. 4). 


CHAP. X: 5—7. PLS 


found only in Luke in the New Testament, frequently in the 
Greek writers. The spelling with AA is decisively attested 
in the New Testament, although in itself the spelling with 
one X would be more correct. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Leg. I. 
p. 348 D. —pndéa . . . adordonobe] not a prohibition of the 
desire of good-will (Olshausen, B.-Crusius), or of making a bustle 
(as Lange conjectures), which would have to be found in the 
context, but which has opposed to it cata tiv oddv; but a 
command to make haste, so as to avoid every delay upon the 
road that might not be necessary for the performance of their 
task. In this respect there is no need of any reference to 
the circumstantial modes of greeting (embraces, benedictions, 
kisses, and the like). Comp. 2 Kings iv. 29. Jesus impresses 
on them the properare ad rem! in accordance with the object 
of the mission, vv. 1, 9, and in a concrete form, which should 
not be pressed to a literal meaning. Theophylact well says: 
Sud TO py atrocxonreicbar Tept avOpwrivovs aotacpods Kat 
piroppovyncers, kal éx TovTOU Tpos TO KYpuywa éwrrodibec Bau. 

Vv. 5, 6. See on Matt. x. 12 f.— The construction eis jv 
«.7.r. is the same as in ver. 8. Comp. on Matt. x. 14.— 
vids eipyvns] a son of salvation, i.e. one who is fit to receive 
salvation, not different in substance from the dé&os in Matthew. 
Its opposite is vids dpyfs (Eph. ii. 3), THs amwdedas (John 
Xvil. 12), THs azevOeias (Eph. v. 6), yeévyns (Matt. xxiii. 15). 
Comp. in general on Matt. viii. 12. 

Ver. 7. Comp. ix. 4; Matt. x. 11.— &v atti Sé 77 oikia] 
not: wmeadem autem domo (Vulgate, Luther, Bleek), but as it 
does not run év 7H avdTH otkia: but in the house (in question) 
itself, which has inhabitants so worthy. — pévere] the more 
specific explanation mu petaBaivete «.7.d. follows. — As to 
éoOovtes, as it is also to be read here, see on vil. 33.— Ta 
Tap avtav] that which is theirs (comp. Mark v. 26). See 
Bernhardy, p. 255. Not different from this is ra wapatiOéueva 
vpiv, ver. 8. The messengers were to partake without 
hesitation of the provisions of the people, for, etc. This 
statement of the reason, however, should have prevented Baur 
from explaining it of the wnhesitating partaking of heathen 
meats (according to 1 Cor. ix. 77, x. 27), even apart from the 
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fact that no mention is made of heathen nouses at all. This 
_ is also in opposition to Kostlin, p. 234; Hilgenfeld, Hvang. 
p. 183, and Weizsicker, p. 163. 

Vv. 8, 9. Ion] It is seen from this that in the direction 
previously given, ver. 5 ff., Jesus had contemplated villages and 
single dwelling-houses. Thus ver. 5 ff. corresponds to the cat 
rorrov, and ver. 8 ff. to the modu, ver. 1.—xKal déy. du] a 
transition into the demonstrative expression instead of the 
continuance of the relative form; comp. Bremi, ad Dem. Ol. 
p. 177; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 328 [E. T. 383]. — écOiere] as 
though «ai éay «.7.r. had been previously said. An emphatic 
anacoluthon. See Bornemann, Schol. p. 65 f.— avrois] the 
inhabitants. Comp. déyovtas. — ifyyiKev] a promise of partici- 
pation in the kingdom of Messiah near at hand. On é¢’ tas, 
comp. Matt. xu. 28; Ps. xxvii. 2; 1 Mace. v. 40, 42. 

Vv. 10, 11. Comp. ix. 5; Matt.x.14. The refusal to re- 
ceive them is represented as following immediately upon their 
entrance ; hence the present eicépy. The representation of 
ver. 8 was different: efoéX@nre (see the critical remarks). — 
€€eXOovtes] out of the house into which ye have entered. — 
viv] so that ye should have it again; a symbol of the most 
contemptuous renunciation, as in Matthew. — ayyicev «.7.r.] a 
threatening reference to their penal exclusion from the salva- 
tion of the kingdom. See ver. 12 ff. Observe that é¢’ tpas 
is wanting this time; see the critical remarks. 

Ver. 12..Comp. Matt. x. 15. 

Vv. 13-15. See on Matt. xi. 21-24. Luke has not here 
any mistaken reminiscence (de Wette), but the disaster of 
these Galilaean cities lay sufficiently close to the heart of 
Jesus to force from Him the denunciation of woe more than onee, 
and here, indeed, in very appropriate connection, since this 
woe brings into the light and confirms what has just been said 
at ver. 12 by the example of the cities which had rejected Jesus 
Himself. —«a0nuevor (see the critical remarks): the inhabitants, 
namely. See Buttmann, Newt. Gram. p.114 [E. T. 130]. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Matt. x. 40; John xiii. 20, xii. 48. A con- 
firmation in principle of the fact that He placed on equal 
grounds the cities that reject them with those that reject Himsel/. 
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In the second part the saying rises to a climax (a@er. tT. daroar. 
pe). A deepening of the emotion ; a solemn conclusion. 

Vv. 17-20. The fact that the account of the return of the 
Seventy follows immediately cannot prove that in the history 
of this journey (from ix. 51 onward) Luke is not holding 
the chronological thread (Olshausen). In accordance with the 
purpose of the mission (ver. 1), some must have returned 
very soon, others later, so that Jesus might anticipate the 
return of one portion of them before the return of those 
who had gone farther, and Luke might equally exclude the 
summary narration of the return without passing over any- 
thing of importance that intervened. — cal ra Sarpoma x.7.X. | 
over which He had not given to them, as He had to the Twelve 
(ix. 1), an express authority: “ Plura in effectu experti sunt, 
quam Jesus expresserat,” Bengel. This is necessarily implied 
in ca’; but it is not to be inferred, as Kostlin assumes, that 
Luke regarded the casting out of demons as the highest yapiopa. 
— év TO dvou. o.] by means of Thy name, by the fact of our 
utterance of it. Comp. on ix. 49; Matt. vii. 22. Otherwise 
in Mark xvi. 17. — Ver. 18. This I saw happen in this wise 
when I sent you forth (€@epovy, imperf.)! This your victorious 
agency against Satan (whose servants the demons are) was not 
hidden from me. J beheld at that time (in the spirit, in idea) 
Satan fallen like a lightning flash from heaven, %.e. 1 then * 


1 Without any ground in the context, i4e#pouv has been dated farther back in 
various ways. Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 1070 f. (comp. also Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 
III. p. 308), refers it to the temptation in the desert, and conceives that with the 
rebuke of Christ, Get thee hence from me! Satan was ‘‘cast forth from the 
heavenly circle of Christ and His people.” Gregory Nazianzen and other 
Fathers, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and others, refer it to the time of 
Christ's incarnation, by which Satan was cast down, a result which Christ here 
describes as a ‘‘ dux belli suas narrans victorias” (Maldonatus). Other Fathers, 
including Origen and Theophylact, Erasmus and others, refer it to the fall of 
the devil by sin, whereby he lost his place in heaven. Thus also Hofmann, 
Schrifibew. I. p. 443, who indeed would have ‘‘ the fall from heaven” to signify 
only the loss of the fellowship of the supramundane life of God (p. 458). 
According to this, the imperfect must have its reference to a fact of which 
Christ was a witness when He was still the Adyos deupxos. But against the 
explanation of Satan’s fall by sin, it is decisive that with this overthrow of 
Satan his power on earth was not broken, but it then first began. The explana- 
tion is therefore quite opposed to the connection in which our passage stands, 
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perceived the swift overthrow of Satan from his lofty power, 
in so lively a manner that it presented itself to me in my 
inward perception, as if he were like a flash of lightning (so 
swift, so momentary !) hurled out of heaven (aeodvta, not the 
present). The whole reply of Jesus (comp. vv. 19, 20) is 
rich in imagination, full of vivid imagery, confirming the 
triumphant assertion of the disciples in equally joyous excite- 
ment.| Comp. Rev. xii. 9; and on the fact itself, John 
xii. 31, where no more than here is intended any allusion to 
the downfall of the hierarchical party (Schenkel). He does 
not mean to speak of a vision (von Ammon, ZL. J. II. p. 359), 
since such a thing nowhere occurs in His experience, inas- 
much as in consideration of His direct perception He had 
no need of such intermediate helps; but He means an intui- 
tion of His knowledge, and speaks of it under a vivid, lifelike 
form, which the imagination is able to grasp. The relative 
tense €ewpovy might also be referred to the time of the dis- 
ciples’ ministry (de Wette, Bleek, Schege; comp. Bengel, tenta- 


oD? 


tively, “quum egistis”); yet this is the less appropriate to the 
assertion of the instantaneous 7eoovra, and to the comparison 
with the lightning’s flash, that the ministry of the Seventy 


since Jesus is not at all desirous of warning against arrogance (the view of many 
Fathers), but must certainly be speaking of the destruction of the devil’s power, 
of the overthrow of the devilish strength. Hence also Hilgenfeld is quite mis- 
taken, Hvang. p. 184, in making it refer to Rey. xii. 9, saying that Jesus 
saw how the devil ‘‘ even now is working with special energy upon the earth,” 
that with the near approach of the passion of Jesus (not for the first time 
shortly before the last day) came therefore the point of time when the devil, 
who had been driven out of the field, should develope his power anew. More- 
over, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 342, rightly referring ééeapouv to the time of 
sending out the Seventy, finds the meaning to be: I beheld Satan descend 
from heaven with the rapidity of lightning to hinder your work ; but fear ye 
not, behold I give you power, ete. In accordance with the context, recsvre 
must mean the knocking down of the devil, not his descent from heaven ; 
but the connection which Hahn makes with ver. 19 is neither intimated (in 
any wise by 2aa’ ido) x.7.4.), nor does it suit the correct reading dé3wxa. 

1 Against this view Hofmann objects that it is foreign to the connection 
(wherefore ?), and that it gives to the mission an importance that does not 
belong to it. But was it then something of little importance to send forth 
seventy new combatants against Satan’s power? Could not the commander of 
this new warrior band behold, in the spirit, when He sent them forth, the 
devil’s overthrow # 
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lasted for a time. — The representation €« Tod ovpavod 
mecovta’ does not in any way presuppose Satan’s abode in 
heaven (as to Paul’s representation of the abode of the demons 
in the atmosphere, see on Eph. i. 2), but corresponds to the 
thought of highly exalted. power, as above, ver. 15, and Isa. 
xiv. 12; the representation, however, of its swiftness and 
suddenness by comparison with a flash of lightning was by 
reason of the tod ovpavod as natural and appropriate as is the 
comparison of the lightning in Matt. xxiv. 27.— Ver. 19. 
According to the reading dédw«a (see the critical remarks), 
Jesus gives them not a mere supplementary explanation 
(objection by de Wette), but He explains to them what a much 
greater power still they had received from Him and possessed 
(perfect) than that which they had experienced in the subjec- 
tion of the demons. This investiture with power occurred 
before the sending of them forth, although it is not ex- 
pressly mentioned in the commission, ver. 2 ff.; but it was 
left to become clear to their consciousness through experience, 
and they had already partially begun to be conscious of 
it in the subjection of the demons to their power. — tod 
mately erdvw dhewv x. oxopr.] a figurative description (in 
accordance with Ps. xci. 13, and see the Rabbinical passages in 
Wetstein) of the dangerous Satanie powers, which the Seventy 
were to tread under their feet, as warriors do their conquered 
foes (Rom. xvi. 20).—x«ai] and generally. — The emphasis 
of the discourse as it advances lies on wacav and ovdév. — Tod 
€xOpov] of the enemy, of whom our Lord is speaking, and that 
is none other than Satan. Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 657: 
mpooéxeTe EavTois ato Tov Jatava ... Karévavte tis 
Baoiretas Tod €yOpod atyceTar. Matt. xiii. 25; 1 Pet. v. 8.— 
ovdev] is the accusative neuter: and in nothing will it (the 
Svvapis tod éyOpod) harm you; comp. Acts xxv. 10; Gal. 


12x rod otpavod is not to be taken with derper74y, as Schleiermacher would 


have it, who, moreover, takes pains in his Vorles. ib. d. L. J. p. 333 ff., with 
subtlety at variance with true exegesis, to exclude the doctrine of the devil 
from the teaching of Jesus. He says that Jesus speaks of the devil according 
to a current representation,—just as people speak of ghosts, without believing 
in their reality, and as we say that the sun rises, though everybody knows that 
the sun does not in reality rise. 
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iv. 12; Philem. 18; Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 343. — adduxyjoes (see 
the critical remarks): as to the futwre after ov ju7), see on Matt. 
xxvi. 35; Mark xiv. 31.— Ver. 20. Nevertheless your re- 
joicing should have for its object a higher good than that 
authority over spirits. Theophylact well says: radevov 6é 
avtovs pn wWnrodpovelv, dyst wry ev TtovT@ K.TArA. In 
accordance with his presuppositions, Baur, Lvang. p. 439, 
thinks that the evangelist had Rev. xxi. 14 in view, and 
that he in a partisan spirit referred’ to the Seventy the 
absolute significance in respect of the kingdom of God which 
the apocalyptic writer attributes to the Zwelve.— pw yaipete 
K.T.r.] rejoice not... but rejoice. Not a relative (non tam... 
quam, see Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others), but an abso- 
lute negation with rhetorical emphasis (Winer, p. 439 [E. T. 
620, 621]), although “gaudium non vetatur, sed in ordinem 
redigitur,” Bengel. —é7e Ta dvom. x.7..] an embodiment of the 
thought: that ye are destined by God to be in the future par- 
ticipators in the eternal Messianic life, in accordance with the 
poetic representation of the Book of Life kept by God (Ex. xxxii. 
32 f.; Ps. lxix. 29; Isa. iv. 3; Phil. iv. 3; Rev. 1. 5; comp. on 
Matt. v. 12) in which their names had been written (éypddy). 
The predestination thereby set forth is that which occurred be- 
fore the beginning of time in Christ (Eph. i. 4). See on Phil. iv. 3. 
Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xi. 25-27. Luke places this 
thanksgiving prayer in immediate chronological connection 
(in the same howr) with the return of the Seventy. Theophy- 
lact says: domep TaTip ayabos Taidas dav KatoplacavtTas 


1 Which, however, by a glance at Rev. iii. 5, xvii. 8, is shown to be erroneous, 
Moreover, according to Weizsiicker, vv. 18-20 are said to be of the ‘latest 
origin.” 

2 Keim, Geschichtl. Christus, p. 51, sees here the climax reached of the con- 
sciousness of the divine Sonship, and that hence there now appears, instead of 
the ‘‘ your Father,” as hitherto, the designation ‘‘ my Father.” But on the one 
hand ‘‘ your Father” is still said at the same time and later (xii. 30, 32; Matt. 
x. 20, xviii. 14, xxiii. 9), and on the other Jesus, not to mention ii. 49, says 
‘‘my Father” even as early as in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. vii. 21). 
Baur, indeed (Neutest. Theol. p. 86), knows no other way of getting rid of the 
offence which this expression of Matt. vii. 21 gives him than by attributing the 
words to a later period of the ministry of Jesus. It is easy in this way to set 
aside what will not fit into our notions. 


, CHAP. X. 21, 22. Loe 


Tt, oUTw Kal 6 cwTNp ayddreTaL, STL ToLovTwY ayabav 
néwOncav of amoctodo. Still this chronological position is 
hardly the historical one. See on Matth.—76 mrvevuare] 
not the Holy Spirit (see the critical remarks). Comp. i. 47. 
It is His own mvedpa adywwovrns, Rom. i. 4. The opposite of 
this, #yaAXr..7. mv., occurs in John xi. 33.— tava] finds in 
Luke its reference in 07¢ Ta dvouata bua x.7.r., ver. 20, and 
is hence to be understood’ of the knowledge of the life 
eternal in the kingdom of Messiah (comp. vill. 10: yvavae 
Ta puotnpia THs Bacwdelas).— Ver. 22. Kai otpadels x«.7.X.] 
(see the critical remarks). From the prayer to God He turns 
in the following words to. the dzsciples (the Seventy and the 
Twelve). — mpos Tovs wad.] belongs to otpadels. Comp. vii. 
44, xiv. 25. As to the idea of the mdvta poe raped., which 
is not, as with Baur, Schenkel, and others, to be referred 
merely to the spiritual and moral region, see on Matt. 
xxviii. 18. — yevdoxer] That the Marcionite reading éyva is 
the original one, and not a gnostic alteration, is rendered 
probable by the very ancient date at which it is found (Justin, 
the Clementines, the Marcosites). Comp. on Matt. xi. 27. 
The gnostic interpretation of éyvw, which is contested by the 
Clementines (xviii. 13 f.), very easily brought about the 
change into the present tense. See (after Baur, Hilgenfeld, 
Semisch, Késtlin, Volkmar) Zeller, Apostelg. p. 13 f.— ris] 
in respect of His nature, counsel, will, thought, ete. In what 
way, however, tis €otw 0 tatip is said to be gnostic rather 
than biblical (Kostlin, p. 161) it is not easy to see. The 
Father who has sent the Son has His perfect revelation for 
the first time in Him. Comp. John xiv. 9.—6 éav Bovnr.] 
Comp. concerning the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii. 11. This will of the 
Son, however, in virtue of His essential and moral unity with 
the Father, is no other than the Father’s will, which the Son 
has to fulfil. Comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 18 f. Observe, again, 
that the negation, which is not to be relatively explained 
away, ovdels ... ed yj, establishes a relation of a unique kind, 
namely, that of the metaphysical fellowship. 


1 Not, of the power over the demons, as Wittichen, d. Jdee Goties als des 
Vaters, 1865, p. 30, wishes to have it. To that also belongs révra, ver. 22. 
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Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xiii. 16 f., where the historical 
connection is quite different. But the significant beatitude 
may have been spoken on different occasions, especially with 
a different reference of meaning (as here in particular Brérrew 
has a different sense from what it has in Matthew). — Kai 
otpagets «.7..] Here we have a further step in the narrative 
(comp. ver. 22), which is marked by xat’ idiav, to be taken 
along with otpageis. This turning, which excluded the others 
who were present (see ver. 25), is to be regarded as per- 
ceptible by the movement and gesture of the speaker. “ Lucas 
accurate notare solet pausas et flexus sermonum Domini,” 
Bengel. Consequently the reproach of «inappropriateness, 
occasioned by the omission of Oedre mpos pe tavtes (in 
Matthew), does not touch Luke (Holtzmann, p. 147 ; Weiss). 
— Kali Baowreis] peculiar to Luke. Think of David, Solomon, 
Hezekiah, and others. — ideiv ... axovete] The point of the 
contrast varies: to see what ye see...and to hear what ye 
(actually) hear. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 29. 

Ver. 25 ff. This transaction is different from the later nar- 
rative of Matt. xxii. 35 ff (comp. Mark xi. 28 ff). The fact 
that the same passages of the law are quoted cannot outweigh 
the difference of time and place, of the point of the question, of 
the person quoting the passages, and of the further course of 
the conference. Comp. Strauss, I. p. 650 f., who, however, also 
holds Matthew and Mark as distinct, and thus maintains three 
variations of the tradition upon the one subject, viz. that 
Jesus laid stress on the two commandments as the foremost of 
the law ; while Késtlin, p. 275, supposes that Luke arbitrarily 
took the question, ver. 25, out of its original place in Matthew 
and Mark, and himself made it the entire introduction to the 
parable (ver. 30 ff). Comp. Holtzmann : “ two independent 
sections brought by Luke within one frame.” — éxzreipdfov 
avtov] Tpocedoxnoey Tayiwedoa Tov Xpiotov eis Tb TavTws 
émutaéar Te évavtiov T@ vow, Euthymius Zigabenus. As to 
exmrerpat., to try thoroughly, see on 1 Cor. x. 9. 

Vv. 26, 27. Ids avaywockes] NXP NY, a customary 
Rabbinical formula to give occasion to a scriptural citation, 
Lightfoot, p. 794.— mas] how, that is, with what words, not 
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instead of té (Kypke and others). Comp. ras ¢ijs, mas 
Aéyers, Tas Soxeis, and the like. Observe that ev T@ voww is 
placed first for the sake of emphasis, and that the doubled 
expression of the question indicates the urgency of the ques- 
tioner. Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 802, is 
wrong in explaining the passage as if it were mas od 
avay. — Ver. 27. The lawyer quotes Deut. vi. 5 along with 
Ley. xix. 18. The Jews had to repeat daily morning and 
evening the former passage, together with Deut. xi. 13 ff. 
(Berac. f. 3. 3; comp. on Mark xii. 29); 7 appeared also on 
the phylacteries (see on Matt. xxiii. 5), but not Lev. xix. 18 ; 
hence the opinion of Kuinoel: “Jesum digito monstrasse 
thecam illam, qua se ornaverat legis peritus,” must be rejected. 
The reason why the lawyer answered entirely in the meaning of 
Jesus, and especially adds the passage from Leviticus, is found 
in the fact that his attention was directed not to what had 
immediately preceded, but to the problem tis éoti wou TANCIop ; 
and that he used the question té toujoas x«.7.r., ver. 25, only 
as an introduction thereto. To this question, familiar as he 
was with the principles of Jesus, he must have expected an 
answer in which the duty of the love of one’s neighbour was 
not wanting, and thereto he would then attach the special 
question meant to tempt him, viz. tis éorv’ pov mAnolop ; 
But since the dialogue takes such a turn that he himself 
becomes the respondent, he gives the answer which he had 
expected from Jesus ; and now for his own self-justification— 
to show, to wit, that notwithstanding that correct answer, he 
did not ask his question without reason, but still needs more 
detailed instruction, he adds the problem under cover of 
which the temptation was to be brought in. The questioner, 
unexpectedly made to play the part of the respondent, thus 
keeps his object in view with presence of mind and craftiness, 
and it can neither be asserted that by his reply, in keeping 
with the meaning of Jesus, he at once gave himself up as a 
captive (de Wette), nor that this reply was not suggested till 
the question of Jesus was interposed (Bleek). 

Vy. 28, 29. Todro oie] todTo has the emphasis correspond- 
ing to the té of ver. 25.— Gijon] Sony aiwviov Knpovomnoess, 
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ver. 25. It is thus that Jesus declared the fundamental 
law of the divine retribution, as Paul, Rom. 1. 13. But as 
to the manner in which this moral, fundamental law leads to 
the necessity of the righteousness of faith (see on Romans, Joe. 
cit.), there was no occasion for Him to explain further in the 
presence of the legal tempter. — Ver. 29. dvcardcat éavtov| 
namely, in reference to his question, to prove that he had put 
it with reason and justice; see on ver. 26 f. Comp. also 
Maldonatus, de Wette, Bleek, Schegg. The view that he 
wished to represent himself as being honestly disposed, xvi. 15 
(so usually), has against it’ the purpose with which the scribe 
_ had presented himself, éx7repafev adtov, in spite of which 
he himself has still answered rightly, ver. 27. — «at ris «.7.d.] 
See on the «ai occurring thus abruptly and taking up the 
other’s discourse, Hartung, Partckell. I. p. 146 f.; Ellendt, 
Lex, Soph. I. p. 879 £5; “Mire ad 700s facit,’ Bengel. — 
mAnolov] without an article, hence: who is neighbour to me ? 
Comp. ver. 36. See Bornemann, Schol. p. 69 ; Winer, p. 118 f. 
[E. T. 163]. The element of temptation consisted in this, 
that from the mouth of Jesus was expected some sort of 
heterodox reply which should deviate from the Rabbinical 
definition that the Jew’s nearest neighbour is his fellow-Jew. 
Vv. 30, 31. ‘YaortapPavew, in the sense of “ taking up the 
discourse of another by way of reply,” occurs only here in the 
New Testament, and hence is probably taken by Luke from 
the source used by him. It is frequent in the LXX. (72Y) 
and in the classical writers. Comp. Herod. vii. 101: 0 dé 
troraBav pn ; Dem. 594. 21, 600. 20 ; Polyb. iv. 85. 4, xv. 
8. 1. — dvOpwros tis] without any more definite limitation, 
which, however, is not to be regarded as intentional (Paulus 
thinks that it is meant to intimate that the Samaritan asked 
no questions about his nationality, comp. also Schenkel), but 
leaves it to be understood of itself, by means of the context, 
that a Jew is meant (not a heathen, as Olshausen takes it), in 


1 Lange, L. J. Il. p. 1076, conjectures that the scribe wished, as the disciples 
had just returned from Samaria, to call Jesus to account in respect of this fellow- 
ship with the Samaritans—which could not be the way to life. But the Seventy 
had not been to Samaria at all, Comp, on ver. 1 and ix. 56, 
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virtue of the contrast between Jew and Samaritan. — “Iepvyo] 
See on Matt. xx. 29. It was separated from Jerusalem by a 
desert region (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3), which was unsafe becaus¢ 
of robbers (Jerome on Jer. iii. 2). It was not a priestly city. 
— Tepiétreceyv| he met with robbers, fell among them, as 7repr- 
mintey Twi, incidere in aliquem,is very often used in the 
classical writers (Herod. vi. 105, viii. 94, vi. 41 ; Dem. 1264. 
26; Xen. Anab. vii. 3. 38; Polyb. iii. 53.6). There is no 
question here about chancing upon unfortunate circwimstances, 
for this would have required the dative of an abstract noun 
(such as cupdopy, tToyn K.7.r.).— od Kal x.7.d.] This and the 
subsequent xai correspond to one another; e¢...et. They 
took his clothes off him in order to rob him of them, and 
while doing so they beat him (because he resisted). The two 
participles therefore stand in the correct sequence of what 
actually occurred (in opposition to de Wette). — tuvyydvovta] 
not equivalent to évra, but: they left him when he was just 
half dead* (this was the condition to.which he was reduced). 
Comp. Plat. Prot. p. 313 E, and elsewhere. See Ast, Lea. 
Plat. III. p. 420. ovra might have been added besides, 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 277. — avtimapirOev] ex adverso 
praetervit (Winer, de verb. compos. III. p. 18), he passed by 
on the opposite side. This avts gives a clear idea of the cold 
behaviour of the hard-hearted passer-by. The word occurs 
elsewhere only in Strat. vii. 2 (Jacobs, Anthol. III. p. 70) and 
Wisd. xvi. 10 (in which place, however, it means ex adverso 
advenire ; see Grimm). Comp. dvturapiévar, Xen. Anab. 
iv. 3.17; Heil. v. 4. 38. 

Ver. 32. Observe the climax in the description—/aving 
reached the place (in question), he went, when he had come 
(approached) and seen (the state of the case), by on the other 
side. On yevou. kata, comp. Herod. iii. 86: as Kata TodTO 
TO yopiov éyévovto; Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 14, and elsewhere. 
Comp. ver. 33. 

Ver. 34. ’Envyéwv x.7.r.] while he, as he was binding them 
up, poured on them oil and wine, the ordinary remedy in the 


1 The expression makes us feel the wnconcernedness of the robbers about the 
unfortunate man whom they left to his fate just as he was, 
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case of wounds (see the passages in Wetstein and Paulus), 
which he carried with him for any casual need. — él 70 idsov 
KTHVvoS| on his own beast (his ass), so that thus he himself gave 
up its use.— vavdoyeioy] instead of the Attic mavédoxeior, 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 307. The word has also passed over 
into the Rabbinical vocabulary : pt», see Lightfoot, p. 799. 
We must picture to ourselves a caravanserai, over which pre- 
sided an ordinary landlord. 

Vv. 35, 36. "Emc] as in Mark xv. 1; Actsiii. 1: towards the 
morrow, When it was about to dawn. — é£eAOev] out of the 
inn. He gave the money to the landlord outside (past parti- 
ciple). The small amount, however, that he gave him pre- 
supposes the thought of a very carly return. — é«Barov] a 
vivid picture; out of his purse. Comp. Matt. xii. 52.— 
mpocoarrav.| thou shalt have expended in addition thereto, 
besides ; Lucian, Zp. Sat. xxxix.; Corp. inser. 108, 8.— eyo | 
with emphasis; the unfortunate man was not to have the 
claim made on him. — ézavépyec@ar] signifies “reditum in 
eum ipsum locum,” Tittmann, Synon. p. 252. Very fre- 
quently in use in the classical writers. — yeyovévar] to have 
become by what he had done. On yiveo@au, in the sense of 
se praestare, see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4. Flacius, 
Clav. II. p. 330, well says: “omnes quidem tres erant jure, 
sed unicus facto aut officio.” — rod éurzrec. eis T. .] who fell 
among the thieves. See Sturz, Lex. Xen. IL. p. 153. 

Ver. 37. ‘O rommoas x.7.d.] Bengel : “ Non invitus abstinet 
legisperitus appellatione propria Samaritae.” On the expres- 
sion, comp. i. 72. — 70 €deos] the compassion related ; cai ov: 
thou also; not to be joined to mopevov (Lachmann), but to 
mote. Comp. vi. 31. 

Remark.—Instead of giving to the theoretical question of 
the scribe, ver. 29, a direct and theoretical decision as to whom 
he was to regard as his neighbour, Jesus, by the feigned 
(according to Grotius and others, the circumstance actually 
occurred) history of the compassionate Samaritan, with all the 
force of the contrast that puts to shame the cold Jewish arro- 
gance, gives a practical lesson on the question: how one actually 


becomes the neighbour of ANOTHER, namely, by the exercise of 
helpful love, independently of the nationality and religion of 
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the persons concerned. And the questioner, in being dismissed 
with the direction, x«/ od of: 6uofws, has therein indirectly the 
answer to his question, ris éor/ wou rAnoiov; namely: Every one, 
without distinction of people and faith, to whom the circum- 
stances analogous to the instance of the Samaritan direct thee 
to exercise helpful love in order thereby to become his neigh- 
bour, thou hast to regard as thy neighbour. This turn on the 
part of Jesus, ike every feature of the improvised narrative, 
bears the stamp of originality in the pregnancy of its meaning, 
in the insight which suggested it, and in the quiet and yet 
perfectly frank way in which the questioner, by a direct per- 
sonal appeal, was put to the blush. 


Ver. 38. "Ev t& tropeverOar] to be understood of the con- 
tinuation of the journey to Jerusalem. See ix. 51, 57, x. 1. 
But Jesus cannot yet be in Bethany (see xiii. 22, xvii. 11), 
where Martha and Mary dwelt (John xi. 1, xii. 1 f.), and 
hence it is to be supposed that Luke, because he was un- 
acquainted with the more detailed circumstances of the per- 
sons concerned, transposed this incident, which must have 
occurred in Bethany, and that on an earlier festal journey, not 
merely to the last journey, but also to some other village, and 
that a village of Galilee. The tradition, or the written source, 
which he followed had preserved the fact and the names of 
the persons, but not the time and place of the incident. If 
we regard Luke as unacquainted with those particulars, the 
absence of all mention of Lazarus is the less surprising, seeing 
that the substance of the history concerns the sisters only (in 
opposition to Strauss, I. p. 751).— «al adros] «ati is the 
usual and after éyévero, and av’tos brings Jesus Himself into 
prominence above the company of travellers (avtovs). He, on 


1 The Fathers, as Origen, Ambrose, Augustine, Theophylact, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, have been able to impart mystical meanings to the individual points 
of the history. Thus the évépwrss cis signifies Adam; Jerusalem, paradise ; 
Jericho, the world ; the thieves, the demons ; the priest, the law ; the Levite, 
the prophets ; the Samaritan, Christ; the beast, Christ’s body; the inn, the 
church ; the landlord, the bishop ; the Denarii, the Old and New Testaments ; 
the return, the Parousia. See especially Origen, Hom. 34 in Luc., and 
Theophylact, sub loc. Luther also similarly allegorises in his sermons. Calvin 
wisely says: ‘‘ Scripturae major habenda est reverentia, quam ut germanum 
ejus sensum hac licentia transfigurare liceat.” 
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His part, without the disciples, went into the village and abode 
at the house of Martha.— The notion that Martha was the 
wife (Bleek, Hengstenberg) or widow (Paulus) of Simon the 
leper, is based upon mistaken harmonistics. . See on vii. 36 ff. 
and Matt. xxvi. 6 f. Whether she was a widow at all 
(Grotius) does not appear. She was the housekeeper and 
manager of the household, and probably the elder sister. 

Vv. 39, 40. T7de] This word usually refers to what follows, 
but here in a vividly realizing manner it points to what has gone 
before, as sometimes also occurs in the classical writers. See 
Bernhardy, p. 278 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 3, iii. 3. 12. 
—) kai] kai is not: even (Bornemann), which would have 
no reference to explain it in the context; but: moreover, 
bringing into prominence the fact that Mary, besides whatever 
else she did in her mind after the coming of Jesus, moreover 
seated herself at His feet, etc. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 636. 
— The form rwapaxabecOcica] (see the critical remarks), from 
TmapaxabéCouat, to sit down near to, belongs to later Greek. 
Joseph. Anti. vi. 11. 9.— Mary sits there as a learner (Acts 
xxii. 3), not as a companion at table (at the right of Jesus, 
where His outstretched feet were), as Paulus and Kuinoel will 
have it (women sat at table ; see Wetstein zn /oc.). For the 
text as yet says nothing of the meal, but only of the hospitable 
reception in general (ver. 58), and, moreover, ver. 40 alludes 
generally to the attendance on and entertainment of the 
honoured and beloved Guest, wherein Martha was exhausting 
her hospitality. There is no trace of any reclining at table ; 
the context in «. #Kove T. Noy. avT. points only to the idea of 
the female disciple. — Tepiamaa Pat, in the sense of the being 
withdrawn from attention and solicitude by reason of occwpa- 
tions, belongs to later Greek. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 415. 
Comp. Plut. Mor. p. 517 C: repucmacpds x. peOorxn THs 
moAvmpayywoouvns. The expression mepi te, about something, 
connected with verbs of being busied, of taking trouble, and the 
like, is also very frequent in Greek writers. — xatédu7re] 
reliquit ; she had therefore gone away from what she was 
doing, and had placed herself at the feet of Jesus.— wa] 


, 


therefore speak to her im order that. Comp. on Matt. iv. 3. 
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— As to cuvavtirapBavecOati tin, to give a hand with any- 
body, ie. to help anybody, comp. on Rom. viii. 26. 

Vv. 41, 42. ITepi wodda] Thou art anxious, and weariest 
thyself (art in the confusion of business) about many things, 
see ver. 40. On tupBafeo@ar repi te, comp. Aristoph. Ran. 
1007.— évos S€ éote ypeia] A contrast with word : but of 
one thing there is need ; one thing is necessary, that is to say, 
as an object of care and trouble. By these words Jesus, in 
accordance with the context, can mean nothing else than that 
from which Martha had withdrawn, while Mary was bestowing 
pains upon it—the wndivided devotion to His word for the sake 
of salvation, although in tenderness He abstains from mention- 
ing it by name, but leaves the reference of the expression, in 
itself only general, to be first discovered from the words which 
follow. In respect of the neuter évds nothing is to be sup- 
plemented any more than there is in respect of roAdAd. 
Following Gregory, Bede, Theophylact, Zeger, Michaelis, and 
others (comp. Erasmus in the Annotations), Paulus under- 
stands: one dish, “we need not many kinds,” and tv ayabny 
pepioa is then taken as meaning the really good portion,’ which 
figuratively represents the participation in communion with 
Jesus. The former, especially after the impressive Mdp@a, 
Map@a, would have been just as trivial and out of harmony 
with the serious manner of Jesus as the latter would have 
been discourteous to the well-intentioned hostess. Nachtigall 
also mistakes (in Henke’s Magaz. VI. p. 355), and Stolz agrees 
with him in interpreting : one person is enough (in the kitchen), 
in opposition to which the contrast of vodAa is decisive, 
seeing that according to it évds must be neuter. — tiv ayaOhv 
pepioa] the good part. That, namely, about which care and 
pains are taken, consists, according to the various kinds of 
these objects, of several parts. Mary has selected for herself 
among these, for her care and pains, the good part; and this 
is, in accordance with the subject, nothing else than precisely 
that €v which is necessary—that portion of the objects of 
solicitude and labour which is the good one, the good portion, 

* Comp. the form of speech, xpis mepidas deimvsiv, to dine in portions, and see 
examples in Wetstein. 

LUKE II. I 


130 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


which only one can be. More vaguely Grotius, Elsner, Kypke, 
Kuinoel, and others put it: the good occupation ; and de Wette, 
generalizing this: the good destination of life. Comp. also 
Euthymius Zigabenus: 6vo pepides moduTelas érawertal, 1) 
mev TpaKTixy, 7) O€ OewpntiKn.— Tv ayaOyv] neither means 
optimam (Kuinoel and others), nor does it imply that the care 
of Martha, in which assuredly love also was expressed, was 
mala (Fritzsche, Conject. I. p. 19); but it designates the portion 
as the good one kat’ eEoynv.— frig ovK adap. am avr.] 
refers certainly, first of all, to Martha’s appeal, ver. 40. 
Hence it means: which shall not be taken away from her ; she 
shall keep it, Mark iv. 25, whereby, however, Jesus at the 
same time, in thoughtful reference to further issues, points, in 
His characteristically significant manner, to the everlasting 
possession of this wepis. By 77s, which is not equivalent 
to 4, what follows is described as belonging to the essence of 
the dya6) pepis: quippe quae, “Transit amor multitudinis 
et remanet caritas unitatis,’ Augustine. — Those who have 
found in Mary’s devotion the representation of the Pauline 
miotis, and in the nature of Martha that of zeal for the law, 
so that the evangelist is made to describe the party relations 
of his own day (Baur, Zeller, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld), have, 
by a coup quite as unjustifiable as it was clumsy, transferred 
this relic of the home life of Jesus into the foreign region 
of allegory, where it would only inaptly idealize the party 
relations of the later period, 
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CHAPTER XI 


Vv. 2-4. Elz. and Scholz have after rarep: nuwév 6 ev rote odpavors, 
and after Saoir. cov: yevndgrw rd déAnucd oov, we ev odpuvw, nai exri 
ris yns. After wespucudy Elz. has dard pious nuts dard rod srovpod. 
Lachm. also (not Tisch.) reads all this; but he has we év obpava 
zai exi yns (without rs) in brackets. The important autho- 
rities both for and against these additions lead us to regard 
them as supplements taken from the usual form of the Lord’s 
Prayer in Matt. vi. 6, 9 ff. According to Gregory of Nyssa 
(comp. Maxim.), instead of ¢Aéérw ... cov Luke must have 
written 2Adérw rd dyiov vec cov 2g’ nuts nal xabupiodrw Huts. 
An ancient gloss.'— Ver. 4. The form dgioue is, on decisive 
evidence, to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch. — Vv. 9, 10. The 
authorities for avoryjceras and dvorydyoerus are about equally 
balanced. Tisch. has rightly adopted the latter. The Recepta 
is from Matt. vii. 7 f.— Ver. 11. Instead of 2& iwéay Elz. has 
simply %mé», in opposition to decisive evidence. On similar 
‘evidence, moreover, 7 is subsequently adopted instead of «i 
(Elz.), and at ver. 13 déuara d&yabé (reversed in Elz.).— Ver. 12. 
Instead of 4 xa? ééy Tisch. has merely 4 xa, following B Lx, 
min. But éé» was the more easily omitted, since it does not 
occur in the foregoing verse. On the other hand, airjoe: is so 
decisively attested that it is, with Tisch., to be adopted instead 
of the Recepta airnon.— Ver. 15. rg before e&pyovr is wanting in 
Elz. Scholz, but is decisively attested ; the omission is explained 
from Matt. xii, 24.— Ver. 19. xprai tuav airoi] BD, Lachm. 
Tisch. have airod iwav upret, A C K LMU, min. Vulg. It. 


} Thus or similarly Marcion read the first petition, and Hilgenfeld, Kritik. 
_ Unters. p. 470, and Volkmar, p. 196, regard the petition in this place about 
the Holy Ghost as original (because specifically Pauline), and the canonical text 
as an alteration in accordance with Matthew ; see also Hilgenfeld in the Theol. 
Jahrb. 1853, p. 222 f., and in his Hvangel. p. 187 f. ; Zeller, Apostelgesch. 
p. 14. But ver. 13 easily occasioned the alteration, welcome as it was to the 
one-sided Paulinism, seeing that by its means the Holy Spirit was represented 
as the chief of what was to be asked for from God. Comp. Tholuck, Bergpred. 
p- 347 f. 
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have airol xpizai dud. So also has 8, which, however, places 
eoorras before iv. [Tisch. 8 has adopted the reading of &]. 
Accordingly, the evidence is decisive against the Recepta. The 
omission of wirof (it is wanting still in 113) occasioned its being 
very variously placed when it was reintroduced. The place 
assigned to it by Lachm. is the rather to be preferred, as B D, the 
authorities in its favour, have in Matt. xii. 27: airol xpirai goovr. 
iuav, and have not therefore borrowed their arrangement in this 
passage from Matthew. The Vulgate, on the other hand, has 
also in Matt. /.c.: airol xpirai tua goovres; hence the reading of 
A C, ete., is probably due to a conformity with Matthew. — 
Ver. 22. The article before ioyupér. is wanting in B DLT, 
and is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted. It was intro- 
duced in accordance with 6 joyupés, ver. 21.— Ver. 25. Instead 
of 2Aéé, important authorities (but not A B Ls) have éAécv. 
Rightly; see on Matt. xu. 44.— Ver. 29. After “Iw Elz. 
Scholz have roi zpog4rov, in opposition to important evidence. 
It is from Matt. xii. 39, whence, however, the Recepta emfnrev 
was also derived, instead of which Z@yre% with Tisch., is to be 
read. Moreover, in accordance with Lachm. and Tisch., yeved 
is again to be inserted before covnpd.— Ver. 32. Nwevi] A BC 
kK** GLM U XT ARB, min. Syr. Vulg. It. have Nweviras. 
tecommended by Griesb., adopted by Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. 8 
has Nweve?rar]. Rightly; Luke has followed Matthew (xii, 41) 
verbatim. — Ver. 34. After the first spéarués, Griesb. and the 
later editors have rightly added cov. The omission is explained 
from Matt. vi. 22; its insertion, however, is decisively attested. 
— ow] after érav is wanting in preponderating authorities. 
Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It is an 
addition from Matt. vi. 23. — Ver. 42. After raira Griesb. has 
inserted 62, which Lachm. brackets, while Tisch. has deleted it ; 
it is too weakly attested, and is from Matt. xxiii. 23. — dpuévas] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have sapetvas, in accordance with B* L sx** 
min. The Lecepta is from Matthew. A has a fusion of the 
two: rapagiivar; D, Ver. have not got the word at all. — 
Ver. 44. After iui Elz. (and Lachm. in brackets) has ypaumareis 
2. Dapiouio, ixoxpirai. So also Scholz, but in opposition to evi- 
dence so important, that it can only be regarded as an addition 
from Matt. xxiii. 27.— oi before zepiz. is, on preponderating 
evidence, to be deleted. It arose from the preceding syllable. 
Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. [retained by Tisch. 8], 
—Ver. 48. wuprupeire] Tisch. has mweéprupés gore, in accordance 
with B Lx, Or. The Recepta is from Matt. xxiii. 31.— adraiv 
rd wvncia| is not found in B D Lx, Cant. Ver. Vere. lid. Vind. 
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Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
The words, both read and arranged differently by different 
authorities, are a supplement, in accordance with Matthew. — 
Ver. 51. The article before aizarog in both cases is, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., in accordance with important evidence, to be struck 
out as an addition. — Ver. 53. Aéyorrog 62 adrod radra pis adrodc| 
BC LYS, 33, Copt. have xdxciev eerdcvrog airod. This is, with 
Tisch., to be adopted. The authorities in favour of the Recepta 
have variations and additions, which indicate that they have 
originated as glosses. — Ver. 54. Many variations in the form 
of glosses. Lachm. follows the Recepta, only omitting «ai before 
Enr. Tisch. has simply évedp., dnpstoaut ci 2x rod oréuaros adrod, 
founding it mainly on B L&. All the rest consists of additions 
for the sake of more explicit statement. 


Vv. 1-4. See on Matt. vi 9 ff. In Luke it is only 
apparent that the Lord’s Prayer is placed too late,’ to the 
extent of his having passed it over in the Sermon on the 
Mount, and from another source related a later occasion for it 
(which, according to Baur, indeed, he only created from his 
own reflection). Hence its position in Luke is not to be 
described as historically more correct (Calvin, Schleiermacher, 
Olshausen, Neander, Ewald, Bleek, Weizsicker, Schenkel, and 
others), but both the positions are to, be regarded as correct.’ 
Comp. on Matt. vi. 9. So far as concerns the prayer itself, 
we have the full flow of its primitive fulness and excel- 
lence in Matthew. The peculiar and shorter form in Luke 
(see the critical remarks) is one of the proofs that the apostolic 
church did not use the Lord’s Prayer as a formula. — The 
matter of fact referred to in xaOw@s kat "Iwdvyns x.7.r. is 
altogether unknown. Probably, however, John’s disciples had 
a definitely formulated prayer given them by their teacher. 
— The tis Tav panrav is to be regarded as belonging to the 


1 Schenkel, p. 291, transposes the circumstance of the giving of the prayer to 
the disciples even to the period after the arrival in Judaea, since, indeed, the 
scene at Bethany, x. 38 f., was already related. But Luke did not think of 
Bethany at all as the locality of this scene. 

? Without, however, by means of harmonistic violence, doing away with the 
historical difference of the two situations, as does Ebrard, p. 356 f. In Luke, 
time, place, and occasion are different from what they are in Matthew, comp. 
Luke vi. 17 ff. 
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wider circle of disciples. After so long and confidential an 
intercourse of prayer with the Lord Himself, one of the Twelve 
would hardly have now made the request, or had need to do 
so. Probably it was a later disciple, perhaps formerly one of 
John’s disciples, who, at the time of the Sermon on the Mount, 
was not yet in the company of Jesus. The sight, possibly 
also the hearing of the Lord praying, had now deeply stirred 
in him the need which he expresses, and in answer he receives 
the same prayer in substance which was given at an earlier 
stage to the first disciples. — avrots, ver. 2: to the disciples 
who were present, one of whom had made the request, ver. 1. 
éemtovatov| crastinum, see on Matt. vi. 11.1— To Ka” jpépar] 
needed day by day, daily. See Bernhardy, p. 329. — «ai 
yap avtoi] The special consideration placed before God for the 
exercise of His forgiveness, founded in the divine order of 
erace (Matt. vi 14; Mark xi. 25), is here more directly and 
more strongly expressed than in Matthew. — ad/oper] (see 
the critical remarks) from the form ad¢iéw., Eccles. 1. 18; 
Mark i. 34, xi. 16. See generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. 
p. 174.—mavti ddetrovte ypiv] to every one, when he is 
indebted to us (in an ethical sense). Comp. Winer, p. 101 
[E. T. 138]. The article before ode’Aovts is too weakly 
attested, and is a grammatical addition. 

Vv. 5-8. After He had taught them to pray, He gives 
them the certainty that the prayer will be heard. The con- 
struction is interrogative down to wapaOjow avTe@, ver. 6; at 
Kaxetvos, ver. 7, the interrogative construction is abandoned, 


1 The attempt of Hitzig (in the Theol. Jahrb. p. 1854, 131) to explain the 
enigmatical word, to wit, by éri /cov, according to which it is made to mean, the 
nourishment equivalent to the hunger, is without any real etymological analogy, 
and probably was only a passing fancy. Weizsicker, p. 407, is mistaken in 
finding as a parallel the word éasfodeu0s in respect of the idea panem necessarium. 
This, indeed, does not come from eieia, but from tZoveiz, and this latter from 
#Ze071. Moreover, the WMD of the Gospel to the Hebrews cannot betray that 
the first understanding of the word had become lost at an early date, but, 
considering the high antiquity of this Gospel, it can only appear as a pre- 
servation of the first mode of understanding it, especially as the Logia was 
written in Hebrew. In order to express the idea: necessary (thus avaynaios, 
ixirqdesos), there assuredly was no need of any free and, for that purpose, faulty 
word-making. 
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and the sentence proceeds as if it were a conditional one (éav), 
in accordance with which also the apodosis beginning at ver. 8 
(Néyo tyiv «.7.r.) is turned. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9. This 
anacoluthon is occasioned by the long dialogue in the oratio 
directa: pide x.7.r., after which it is not observed that the 
first. elm (ver. 5) had no édayv to govern it, but was inde- 
pendent.’ — tis é& tuay é£eu «.7..] The sentence has become 
unmanageable; but its drift, as originally conceived, though 
not carried out, was probably: Which of you shall be so circum- 
stanced as to have a friend, and to go to him, etc., and would 
not receive from him the answer, etc.? Nevertheless I say unto 
you, etc. — Kai ein adt@] The sentence passes over into the 
deliberative form. The converse case is found in Antiph. Or. 
i. 4: mpos tivas obv €XOn tis BonOods, %) Tot THY Katadyn 
mownoetat...; See thereon, Maetzner, p. 130.— Ver. 7. ra 
matdia you} the father does not wish to disturb his little ehil- 
dren in their sleep. — ets t. koitnv] they are into bed. See 
on Mark ii. 1. — Ver. 8. dia ye «.7.r.] at least on account of 
his impudence. On the structure of the sentence, comp. 
xviii. 4 f. On the position of yé before the idea to which it 
gives emphasis, see Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 118. 
Vy. 9,10. Comp. Matt. vii. 7 f. Practical application of 
the above, extending to ver. 13, in propositions which Christ 
may have repeatedly made use of in His exhortations to prayer. 
— Kayo ipiv KEyo] Comp. Luke xvi. 9. Also I say unto you. 
Observe (1) that «ayo places what Jesus is here saying in an 
incidental parallel with the dwce avt® dowv ypyfev which 
immediately precedes: that according to the measure of this 
granting of prayer, to that extent goes also His precept to the 
disciples, etc.; (2) that next to kay the emphasis rests on 
viv (in ver. 8 the emphasis rested upon A€eyw), inasmuch as 
Jesus declares what He also, on His part, gives to the disciples to 
take to heart. Consequently «ayo corresponds to the subject 


1 Hence the less difficult reading of Lachmann, é,:7, ver. 5, following A D, etc., 
is a correct indication of the construction, namely, that not with «rn, ver. 5 
(Bleek, Ewald), but, first of all, with xaxsives, ver. 7, does the sentence proceed 
as if what went before were conditionally stated. If, with Lachmann and 
Tischendorf, a point is placed before aéyw éuiv, ver. 8, a complete break in the 
sentence needlessly arises, 
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of decer, and tuiv to the avte@ of ver. 8. The teaching itself, 
so far as Jesus deduces it from that trapaB8ory, depends on 
the argument a minori ad majus: If a friend in your usual 
relations of intercourse grants to his friend even a trouble- 
some petition, although not from friendship, yet at least for 
the sake of getting quit of the petitioner’s importunity ; how 
much more should you trust in God that He will give you 
what you pray for! The tendency of the wapaB8ory points 
therefore not, as it is usually understood, to perseverance in 
prayer, for of this, indeed, Jesus says nothing in His applica- 
tion, vv. 9, 10, but to the certainty of prayer being heard. 

Vy. 11-13. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9-11. Still on the hear- 
ing of prayer, but now in respect of the object petitioned for, 
which is introduced by the particle 6€ expressing transition 
from one subject to another.— The construction here also 
is an instance of anacoluthon (comp. on ver. 5), so that 
the sentence is continued by pa Aov «.7.r., as if instead 
of the question a conditional protasis (as at ver. 12) had 
preceded. — tov matépa] Whom of you will his son ask 
as his father for a loaf?—o é& ovpavod deca] Attraction, 
instead of 0 év ovpavd é& ovpavod dmcev. See on ix. 61, and 
Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 323 [E. T. 377]. — mvedpua dyrov] this 
highest and best gift; a more definite, but a later form of the 
tradition than that which is found in Matthew. Comp. the 
critical remarks on ver. 2. 

Vv. 14-22. See on Matt. xiii 22-29; Mark iii. 22 ff. 
Luke agrees with Matthew rather than with Mark. — jp 
€xBanrxr.| he was busied therein. — «at avro] and he himself, 
the demon, by way of distinguishing him from the possessed 
person. — xwpov] See on Mark ix. 17.— Ver. 16. A varia- 
tion from Matthew in the connection of this (in Luke pre- 
mature) demand for a sign (see on Matt. xii. 38), and in its 
purport (€& ovpavod).— Ver. 17. Kal oixos émi olxov rimter| 
a graphic description of the desolation just indicated by 
epnpovtar: and house falleth upon house. This is to be taken 
quite literally of the overthrow of towns, in which a building 
tumbling into ruins strikes on the one adjoining it, and falls 
upon it. Thus rightly Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, and others, 
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Bleek also. Comp. Thucyd. ii. 84.2: vads te uni mpocerurte. 
This meaning, inasmuch as it is still more strongly descriptive, 
is to be preferred to the view of Buttmann, which in itself is 
equally correct (Weut. Gr. p. 291 [E. T. 338]): House after 
house. Many other commentators take otxos as meaning 
Jamily, and explain either (Bornemann), “and one family 
falls away after another” (on émi, comp. Phil. ii. 27), or 
(so the greater number, Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius, 
Valckenaer, Kuinoel, Paulus, de Wette) they supply S:a- 
peptoOeis after oixov, and take émi oixov as equivalent to 
€ éavtov: “ et familia a se ipsa dissidens salva esse nequit ” 
(Kuinoel). It may be argued against the latter view, that if 
the meaning expressed by é¢ éavtov had been intended, the 
very parallelism of the passage would have required ép’ éautov 
to be inserted, and that ofxces emi oixov could not in any wise 
express this reflexive meaning, but could only signify: one 
house against the other. The whole explanation is the work 
of the Harmonists. It may be argued against Bornemann, 
that after épnuodta: the thought which his interpretation 
brings out is much too weak, and consequently is not suffi- 
ciently in accordance with the context. We are to picture to 
ourselves a kingdom which is devastated by civil war. — 
Ver. 18. nai 6 Yatav.] Satan also, corresponding with the 
instance just referred to. — Or Aéyere x.7..| the reason of the 
question. — Ver. 20. év daxtvA@ Ocod] Matthew: év rvevpate 
Ocod. Luke’s mode of expressing the divine agency (Ex. 
vill. 19; Ps. viii. 3; Philo, Vit. Afos. p. 619 C; Suicer, Thes. 
I. p. 820) appeals more to the senses, especially that of sight. 
It is a more conerete form of the later tradition. — Ver. 21. 
6 iaxupos] as tod ioyupod, Matt. xii, 29. — xabwmdopévos] 
not the subject (Luther), but: armed.— tHv éavtovd adidrnv] 
not: his palace (see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but: his own premises, 
at: whose entrance he keeps watch. — év elpijvn éoti «.7.A.] This 
is the wswal result of that watching. But the case is other- 
wise if a stronger than he, etc. See what follows. Thus in 
me has a stronger than Satan come upon him, and vanquished 
him !— ta oxdda adtod] the spoils taken from him. 

Ver. 23. After Jesus has repelled the accusation: ¢v Beed- 
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CePovd x.7.r., ver. 15, He pronounces upon the relation to Him 
of those men spoken of in ver. 15 (see on Matt. xii. 30), and 
then adds— 

Vv. 24-26, a figurative discourse, in which He sets forth | 
their incorrigibility. See on Matt. xii. 43-45. Luke, indeed, 
gives the saying concerning the sin against the Holy Ghost 
(Mark iii. 28 f.; Matt. xii. 31 f.), but not until xii. 10; and 
therefore it is wrong to say that he omitted it in the interest 
of the Pauline doctrine of the forgiveness of sins (Baur). 

Vv. 27,28. A woman (assuredly a mother), following with- 
out restraint her true understanding and impulse, publicly and 
earnestly pays to Jesus her tribute of admiration. Luke alone 
has this feminine type of characte: also (comp. x. 38 ff.), which 
bears the stamp of originality, on the one hand, in the genuine 
naiveté of the woman (“bene sentit, sed muhebriter loqui- 
tur,” Bengel); on the other, in the reply of Jesus forthwith 
turning to the highest practical interest. This answer con- 
tains so absolutely the highest truth that lay at the heart of 
Jesus in His ministry, that Strauss, I. p. 719 (comp. Weizsiicker, 
p. 169), concludes, very erroneously, from the resemblance of 
the passage to vill. 21, that there were two different frames 
or moulds of the tradition in which this saying of Christ was 
set. The incident is not parallel even with Mark iii. 31 ff. 
(Holtzmann), even although in its idea it is similar. — érdapaca] 
inpoouca’ opddpa yap aobdeEapévn Tods AOyous avTOD, peya- 
Aophovas euakdpice THY yevYHoaTAY AVTOV WS TOLOVTOU pHTEPA 
yevérOar a&iwOeicav, Euthymius Zigabenus. — é€x Tod dyAov] 
out of the crowd she lifted up her voice. —paxapia x.7.d.] 
See analogous beatitudes from the Rabbins and classical writers 
in Wetstein, Schoettgen, and Elsner, Obss. p. 226.— Ver. 28. 
pevouvye] may serve as corrective (imo vero) as well as con- 
jirmatory (utique). See generally, Hartung, Partikell. II. p.’ 
400; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 9, ii. 7.5. In this passage 
it is the former, comp. Rom. ix. 20, x. 18; Jesus does not 
deny His mother’s blessedness, but He defines the predicate 
paxdpwos, not as the woman had done, as a special external 
relation, but as a general moral relation, which might be 
established in the case of every one, and under which even 
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Mary was brought, so that thus the benediction upon the 
mother, merely considered as mother, is corrected. The posi- 
tion of pevody and pevoovye at the beginning of the sentence 
belongs to the later Greek usage. See examples in Wetstein, 
Sturz, Dial. Al. p. 203; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 342. 

Vv. 29-32. See on Matt. xii. 39-42. Jesus now, down 
to ver. 36, turns His attention to the dismissal of those érepou 
who had craved from Him a onpeiov €& ovpavod (ver. 16). 
— péato| He first began this portion of His address when 
the crowds were still assembling thither, i.e. were assembling 
in still greater numbers (évra@povg.), comp. Plut. Anton. 44. 
But it is arbitrary to regard this introductory notice of the 
assembling of the people as deduced by Luke himself from 
the condemnation of the entire generation (Weizsiicker). — 
Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. xvi. 4. Jonah was for the Ninevites a 
sign (divinely sent) by means of his personal destiny, 67s 
UTeppuas éx THS KoiNMias TOD KHTOUS éppvcOn TpLNmEpos. Tesus 
became for that generation a sign (divinely sent, and that 
as Messiah) likewise by His personal destiny, 67e vreppuads x 
Tis KoiNlas THs yhs avéorn Tpinpepos, Euthymius Zigabenus. 
In opposition to those who interpret the sign of Jonah only 
of Christ’s word (as even Schenkel and Weizsiicker, p. 431), 
see on Matt. xu. 40, Remark. The sign of Jonah belongs 
entirely to the future (So@ncetat . . . €o Tar). — Ver. 31 f. does 
not stand in a wrong order (de Wette), although the order in 
Matthew is probably the original, while that in Luke is 
arranged chronologically and by way of climax. — pera tov 
avdpov x.T.r.] she will appear with the men, etc., brings into 
greater prominence the woman’s condemning example. — avdpes 
Nwevira:] without an article: Men of Nineveh. 

Vv. 33-36, Comp. viii. 16; Mark iv. 21; and see on Matt. 
v. 15, vi. 22 f.—No awkward (Baur), unconnected (Bleek, 
Ritschl) interpolation, but the introduction of the passage in 
this place depends on the connection of thought: “Here is 
more than Solomon, more than Jonah (vy. 31, 32). But this 
knowledge (the exceeding knowledge of Christ, Phil. iii. 8), 
once kindled at my word, ought not to be suppressed and 
made inoperative, but, like a light placed upon a candlestick, 
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it ought to be allowed to operate unrestrainedly upon others 
also;' for the attainment of which result (ver. 34 ff.) it is 
indeed necessary to preserve clear and undimmed one’s own 
inner light, zc. the power of perception that receives the divine 
truth.” Certainly the train of thought in Matthew is easier 
and clearer, but Luke found them in the source whence he 
obtained them in the connection in which he gives them. — 
eis KpuTTrv] not instead of the neuter, for which the feminine 
never stands in the New Testament (not even in Matt. xxi. 
42), nor is it according to the analogy of e/s waxpdy, eis play, 
and the like (see Bernhardy, p.221) adverbial (see Borne- 
mann), since no instance of such a use of cpumtTnv can be 
produced, but the accent must be placed on the penult, eds 
kpu@Tny : into a concealed passage, into a vault (cellar). Thus 
% xpdm7 in Athen. iv. p. 205 A. Comp. the Latin erypta, 
Sueton. Calig. 58; Vitruv. vi. 8; Prudent. Hippol. 154: 
“ Mersa latebrosis erypta patet foveis.” The certainty of the 
usus loguendi and the appropriateness of the meaning confirm 
this explanation, although it occurs in none of the versions, and 
among the Mss. onlyin I. Yet Euthymius Zigabenus seems to 
give it in tv aroxpudoy oikiay: in recent times, Valckenaer, 
Matthaei (ed. min. I. p. 595), Kuinoel, Bretschneider, Bleek, 
Holtzmann, Winer, p. 213 [E. T. 298], have it. Comp. Beza. 

Ver. 35. See therefore ; take care, lest, etc. Beza well says: 
“ Considera, num.” Comp. Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 209 [E. T. 
243]. Gal. vi. 1 is not quite similar, for there yw stands 
with the subjunctive, and means: that not.— 70 dds TO év col] 
0 vods 6 dwraywyos THs yuyis cov, Euthymius Zigabenus. — 
cKoTos éotiy| vo TOV Taday, Euthymius Zigabenus. 

Ver. 36. Odv] taking up again the thought of ver. 34: xal 
Sov TO Gad cov hotevov éotw.—In the protasis the em- 
phasis lies on éAov, which therefore is more precisely explained 
by mi éyov tl pép. oxor.; but in the apodosis dwrewov has 


1 These words have nothing further to do with the refusal of the sign. This 
is in opposition to Hilgenfeld, who regards the connection as being : that there 
is no need at all of such a sign, since, indeed, Jesus does not conceal His light, 
etc. Comp. also Weizsiicker, p. 157. Besides, the discourse, ver. 33, manilestly 
does not describe a procedure that takes place, but a duty, 
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the emphasis, and the kind and degree of this light are illus- 
trated (comp. ver. 34) by @s érav «.7.r.: “If therefore thy 
body is absolutely and entirely bright, without having any part 
dark, then bright shall it be absolutely and entirely, as when 
the light with its beam enlightens thee.” For then is the eye 
rightly constituted, fulfilling its purpose (see on Matt. vi. 22) ; 
but the eye stands to the body in the relation of the light, 
ver. 34. It is complete enlightenment, therefore, not merely 
partial, of which this normal condition of light (@s érav 
«.T.r.) is affirmed. ’A7o rod Kata TO cHma TapadelypaTos 
mept THS Woyxs didwor voeiv...’Edv attn Orn dwrewv? ein, 
4 Exovoa pndéy pépos eoKoTicpévoy TAME, unTe TO oyLo- 
TUKOV, pnte TO Ovpuxov, pnte TO eTLOvpiKov, Eotar hwrTerv?) 
d\n oUTwS, s bTav 6 AVyVYES TH doTpaTH ad’ToD dwTifn ce, 
Kuthymius Zigabenus. The observation of the above diversity 
of emphasis in the protasis and apodosis, which is clearly indi- 
cated by the varied position of éXov with respect to dwtexvor, 
removes the appearance of tautology in the two members, 
renders needless the awkward change of the punctuation advo- 
cated by Vogel (de conjecturae usu in crisi N. T. p. 37 f.) and 
Rinck: ef ody 76 cGpud cov bdov, Pwotewev ji) EYov TL pépos, 
oKoTEWcy, Estat pwTewor Odrov K.7.r., and sets aside the conjec- 
twres that have been broached, such as those of Michaelis (inl. 
I. p. 739): eras dwt. 7d 6dov (body and soul), or oredr; of 
Bornemann: that the first 6dev is a gloss; of Eichthal: that 
instead of “ thy body” must be meant “ thine eye” (comp. already 
Maldonatus). — 6 Avyvos] the lamp of the room, ver. 33. 

Vv. 37-54. See on Matt. xxiii. 1. 

Ver. 37. ‘Ev S€ 7 Aadjoat| that is to say, what had pre- 
ceded at ver. 29 ff.— apsotnon| refers no more than adpiotov 
at Matt. xxii. 4 to the principal meal, but to the breakfast 
(in opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others). See xiv. 12. 
—"Hider péev tiv tov Papicaiwy cKaotnTa 6 KUpios, aAN 
duos ovvertiatas avtots St avd TodTO, OTL ToVNpoL Hoav Kat 
Su0pFwcews Expnfov, Theophylact. — In the following discourse 
itself, Luke, under the guidance of the source he is using, 
gives a much more limited selection from the Logia, abbreviat- 
ing and generalizing much of the contents, 
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Vv. 38, 39. "EBamr. mpo t. dpict.] See on Mark vii. 2.” 
Luke does not say that the Pharisee expressed his surprise; 
Jesus recognises his thoughts immediately. Comp. Augustine. 
Schleiermacher, p. 180 f., directly contradicts the narrative 
when he places these sayings of Jesus after the meal, saying 
that they were first spoken outside the house. See, on the other 
hand, Strauss, I. p. 654, who, however, likewise takes objec- 
tion to their supposed awkwardness (comp. Gfrorer, Heal. Sage, 
I. p. 243, de Wette, Ritschl, Holtzmann, Eichthal). This 
judgment applies an inappropriate standard to the special rela- 
tion in which Jesus stood to the Pharisees, seeing that when 
confronting them He felt a higher destiny than the mainten- 
ance of the respect due to a host moving Him (comp. vii. 
39 ff.) ; and hence the perception of the fitness of things which 
guided the tradition to connecting these sayings with a meal was 
not in itself erroneous, although, if we follow Matt. xxii, we 
must conclude that this connection was first made at a later 
date. Apart from this, however, the connection is quite cap- 
able of being explained, not, perhaps, from the mention of cups 
and platters, but from the cirewmstance that Jesus several times 
when occasion offered, and possibly about that period when He 
was a guest’ in the houses of Pharisees, gave vent to His right- 
eous moral indignation in His anti-Pharisaic sayings. Comp. 
xiv. 1 ff. — viv] a silent contrast with a better wdAav: as it now 
stands with you, as far as things have gone with you, etc. Comp. 
Grotius, who brings into comparison: 2 yevea atitn. — 70 Sé 
éxwbev tuadv| tudv does not belong to ap. «. movnp. (Kypke, 
Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and others, following Beza’s sugges- 
tion), so that what is inside, the contents of the cwp and platter, 
Ta évovta, ver. 41, would be meant, which would agree with 
Matt. xxiii. 25, but is opposed to the order of the words here. 
On the contrary, the outside of the cup, etc., is contrasted with 
the inward nature of the persons. Ye cleanse the former, but 
the latter is full of robbery and corruption (comp. on Rom. 
i. 29). The concrete expression apray7, as the object of 

1 Jesus had just come out of the crowd, nay, He had just expelled a demon, 


ver. 14. Hence they expected that He would first cleanse Himself by a bath 
before the morning meal (comp. on Mark vii. 4), 
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endeavour, corresponds to the disposition of weoveEla, which 
in Mark vii. 22, Rom. i. 29, is associated with srovnpia, — 
Matt. xxiii. 25 has the saying in a more original form. The 
conception in Luke, although not in itself inappropriate (Weiss), 
shows traces of the influence of reflective interpretation, as is 
also evident from a comparison of ver. 40 with Matt. xxiii. 26. 

Ver. 40. Jesus now shows how irrational (a¢poves) this is 
from the religious point of view. — ovy 0 toujoas x.7.r.] did 
not He (God) who made that which is without (i.e. everything 
external in general, res externas) also make that which is within 
(res internas)? How absurd, therefore, for you to cleanse 
what belongs to the rebus externis, the outside of the cup, 
but allow that which: belongs to the vrebus internis, your 
inner life and effort, to be full of robbery, etc.; that ye do 
not devote to the one and to the other (therefore to both) 
the cleansing care that is due to God’s work! Consequently 
To €Ewbev is the category to which belongs to wey tr. trot. 
Kk. T. Tiv., ver. 39, and 7d €rwOev the category to which belongs 
To écw0ev tuay, ver. 39. In opposition to the context, others 
limit the words to the relation of body and spirit (Theophy- 
lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, Bornemann also), 
which is not permitted by 70 ¢Ewfev tod mornpiov, ver. 39, 
Others limit them to the materiale patinae et poculi and the 
cibum et potum, which 76 écodev tpdr, ver. 39, does not allow 
(in opposition to Starck, Wotae select. p. 91, and Wolf, Paulus 
also and Bleek). Kuinoel (following Elsner and Kypke) makes 
the sentence affirmative: “Von qui eaxterius purgavit, pocula 
patinasque, (eadem opera) etiam interius purgavit, cibos ;” but 
this view, besides being open to the objection drawn from 70 
écwbev tpar, ver. 39, is opposed to the usus loguendi of the 
words ézroince and troijoas. 

Ver. 41. A prescription how they are to effect the true 
purification. IIdjv is verumtamen (see on vi. 24): Séad/, in 
order to set aside this foolish incongruity, give that which is 
therein (the contents of your cups and platters) as alms, and 
behold everything is pure unto you ... this loving activity 
will then make your entire ceremonial purifications superfluous 
for you. All that you now believe you are compelled to 
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subordinate to your customs of washings (the context gives 
this as the reference of the mdyta) will stand to you (to your 
consciousness) in the relation of purity. On the idea, comp. 
Hos. vi. 6 (Matt. ix. 13, xii. 7). ta évovra has the emphasis: 
yet what is im them, etc. Moreover, it is of itself obvious, 
according to the meaning of Jesus, that He sets this value 
not on the external work of love in itself, but on the disposi- 
tion evinced thereby. Comp. xvi. 9. The more unnecessary 
was the view which regarded the passage as ironical (Erasmus, 
Lightfoot, and others, including Kuinoel, Schleiermacher, 
Neander, Bornemann), and according to which Jesus repeats 
the peculiar maxim of the Pharisees for attaining righteous- 
ness by works: “ Attamen date modo stipem pauperibus, tune 
ex vestra opinione parum solliciti esse potestis de victu injuste 
comparato, tune vobis omnia pura sunt,” Kuinoel. Irony 
would come in only if in the text were expressed, not date, 
but datis. Moreover, the Pharisees would not have said ta 
évovta, but €« tev évoyvtwv. Besides, notwithstanding the 
Old Testament praise of this virtue (Prov. xvi. 6; Dan. iv. 24; 
Keeles. ii. 80, xxix..12; Tob. iv. 10, xii. 9; and elsewhere), 
and notwithstanding the Rabbinical ‘“ Eleemosyna aequipollet 
omnibus virtutibus” (Bava bathra, f. 9. 1), charitableness 
(apart from ostentatious almsgiving, Matt. vi. 2) was so tar 
from being the strong side of the Pharisees (Matt. xxiii. 13, 14; 
Mark vii. 11) that Jesus had sufficient reason to inculcate 
on them that virtue instead of their worthless washings. — 
ta évovta| that which is therein. It might also mean, not: 
quod superest, ie. TO Nourcy (Vulgate), but perhaps: that which 
is at hand, that which ye have (Theophylact: ta tmrapyorrta. 
vpiv; Euthymius Zigabenus: ta é€varoxeiweva; Luther: Of 
that which is there), or which is possible (Grotius, Morus), to 
justify which dodvac would have to be understood; but the 
connection requires the reference to the cups and platters. 

Vv. 42,43. See on Matt. xxii. 23,6 f. But woe unto you, 
ye have quite different maxims ! — rapépyeoOe] ye leave out 
of consideration, as at xv. 29, and frequently in Greek writers, 
Judith xi. 10.— dyarare] ye place a high value thereupon. 
Comp. John xii, 43, 
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Ver. 44. See on Matt. xxiii 27. Yet here the com- 
parison is different.— tad ddyra] the undiscernible, which are 
not noticeable as graves in consequence of whitewash (Matt. /.c.) 
or otherwise. — «xai] simplicity of style; the periodic struc- 
ture would have linked on the clause by means of a relative, 
but this loose construction adds the point more independently 
and more emphatically. — wepirarovytes] without an article 
(see the critical remarks): while they walk.— ov« otdacuv] 
know it not, that they are walking on graves. 

Ver. 45. This voyuxos was no Sadducee (Paulus, yet see 
his Hxeget. Handb.), because he otherwise would not have 
applied these reproaches to himself as well as to the Pharisees, 
and Jesus would not have continued to discourse so entirely 
in an anti-Pharisaic tone, but he likewise was a Pharisee, as 
in general were most of the vousxot. That he only partially 
professed the principles of the Pharisces is assumed by de 
Wette on account of xat judas, in which, however, is implied 
“not merely the common Pharisees (the laity), but even us, 
the learned, thou art aspersing.” The scribe calls what was a 
righteous dvecdiGeww (Matt. xi. 20; Mark xvi. 14) by the name 
of vBpifew (xviii. 32; Acts xiv. 5; Matt. xxii. 6). Although 
this episode is not mentioned in Matthew, there is no sufficient 
ground to doubt its historical character. Comp. on xii. 41. 
Consequently, all that follows down to ver. 52 is addressed to 
the vouxol, as they are once again addressed at the close by 
name, ver. 52. But it is not to be proved that Luke in his 
representation had in view the legalists of the apostolic time 
(Weizsicker), although the words recorded must needs touch 
them, just as they were also concerned in the denunciations 
of Matt. xxiii. 

Ver. 46. See on Matt. xxiii. 4. 

Vv. 47, 48. See on Matt. xxiii. 29-31. The sting of the 
discourse is in Matthew keener and sharper. — 671 ofxodSomette 

. of O€ tatépes K.T.r.] because ye build ... but your 
fathers slew them. By this building, which renews the re- 
membrance of the murder of the prophets, ye actually give 
testimony and consent to the deeds of your fathers, ver. 48. 
Otherwise ye would leave to ruin and forgetfulness those 

LUKE IL. K 
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eraves which recall these deeds of shame! It is true the 
graves were built for the purpose of honouring the prophets, 
but the conduct of the builders was such that their way of 
regarding the prophets, as proved by this hostile behaviour, 
was reasonably and truly declared by Jesus to be a practical 
contradiction of that purpose. He declares how, in accord- 
ance with this behaviour, the matter objectively and actually 
stood. Consequently, there is neither any deeper meaning to 
be supposed as needing to be introduced, as Lange, Z. J. II. 
2, p. 840, has unhappily enough attempted; nor is dpa to be 
taken as interrogative (Schleiermacher). The second clause of 
the contrast, of dé mwatépes x.7.X., is introduced without any 
preparation (without a previous pév; otherwise at ver. 48), 
but just with so much the greater force, and hence no pev is 
to be supplied (Kuinoel; see, on the other hand, Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 356 f.; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 423).—In view 
of the reading tyeis Sé ofxodopeire, ver. 48 (without adrav 
Ta pvnpeta, see the critical remarks), we must translate: but 
ye build! ye carry on buildings. That this building had 
reference to the tombs of the prophets is self-evident. The 
brief expression is more passionate, pregnant, incisive. 

Vv. 49-51. See on Matt. xxiii. 34-39.— da Todo] on 
account of this your agreement with your fathers as mur- 
derers of the prophets, which affinity the wisdom of God had 
in view when it gave its judgment. Under the guidance of 
the doctors of the law, the people among whom the gospel 
teachers were sent (e’s avrovs) rejected these latter, etc. See 
ver. 52. — 4 aodia Tt. Oeod] Doubtless a quotation, as is proved 
_ by eirev and avtovs, but not from the Old Testament, since 
no such passage occurs in it (Olshausen mentions 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 19 interrogatively, but what a difference !), and quota- 
tions from the Old Testament are never introduced by 9 copia 
t. Ocov.. To suppose a lost Jewish writing, however, which 

1The passage is very inaccurately treated by Késtlin, p. 163, according to 
whom Luke has here heaped misunderstanding on misunderstanding. He is 
said to have referred the entire utterance to the Old Testament prophets, and on 
that account to have placed before it x. % copia +. @sod eivev, in order to give to 


it the character of an ancient prophecy, which, however, had no existence at 
all, etc. 
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either may have had this title (Ewald, Bleek, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Weizsiicker) or may have introduced the mn’ naan as 
speaking (Paulus),’ is contrary to the analogy of all the rest of 
the quotations made by Jesus, as well as to the evangelical 
tradition itself, which, according to Matt. xxiii. 34, attributed 
these words to Jesus. Accordingly, it is to be supposed 
(Neander, LZ. J. p. 655; Gess, Person Chr. p. 29; comp. also 
Ritschl, Lvang. Marcions, p. 89) that Jesus is here quoting 
one of His own earlier utterances (observe the past tense eézrev), 
so that He represents the wisdom of God (Wisd. vii. 27 ; Matt. 
xi. 19 ; Luke vi. 35) as having spoken through Him. Allied 
to this is the idea of the Aoyos. According to this, however, 
the original form of the passage is not to be found in Luke 
(Olshausen, Bleek) ; for while Matthew gives this remarkable 
utterance in a directly present form, Luke’s method of record- 
ing it transfers to the mouth of Jesus what rather was a later 
mode of citing it, and gives it in the shape of a result of 
reflective theology akin to the doctrine of the Logos.” — 


1 Strauss also, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 1863, p. 87 ff., who is thinking 
entirely of a Christian document. 

? The utterance in Matthew, ty droortaaw x.7.4., was historically indicated 
in the Church by: % osPia rod Ocod civev’ aroortAw x.¢.A, And Luke here 
makes Jesus Himself speak in this later mode of indicating it. It is a darepov 
wporepv in form. According to Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 101 (comp. also 
Schegg), Jesus announces God’s counsel in the form of a word of God. 
Comp. Grotius and van Hengel, Annot. p. 16f. To this view és airods 
(instead of sis 54s) would certainly not be opposed, since those whom the 
speech concerned might be opposed as third persons to the wisdom of God 
which was speaking. But instead of civev might be expected atys; for now 
through Jesus the divine wisdom would declare its counsel (Heb. iii. 10, to 
which Hofmann refers, is different, because there ¢7%ev in connection with 
wpacwbicw actually relates to the past). Moreover, if by 4 cogia rod Osod were 
not meant the personal wisdom of God that appeared in Christ, and emitted the 
utterance, it would not be conceivable why it should not simply have been 
said: 312 rodro xa} 6 sds Abyss. Nowhere else in the New Testament is a 
declaration of God called a declaration of the divine wisdom. Besides, accord- 
ing to Matt. xxili. 34, Jesus is the subject of érorrsaa ; and this is also the 
case in the passage before us, if 4 co@ia +. @:od is understood of the person of 
Christ as being the personal self-revelation of the divine wisdom. Christ sends 
to His Church the prophets and apostles (x. 3), Eph. iv. 11. Riggenbach’s 
explanation (Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 599 f.) is similar to that of Hofmann,— 
though more correct in taking the copia +. @zoi in the Logos-sense, but interpret- 
ing the past tense «izev by an ‘‘ at all times” arbitrarily supplied. 
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exduwé.] to drive out of the land.— ta éxfnr. «.7X.] an 
appointment in the divine decree. The expression corresponds 
to the Hebrew 07 &p2, 2 Sam. iv. 11; Ezek. iii, 18, 20, 
which sets forth the vengeance for blood.— The series of 
prophets in the more general sense begins with Abel as the 
first holy man. 

Ver. 52. See on Matt. xxiii. 14. The genitive of the thing 
with +. xdeida denotes that which is opened by the key 
(Matt. xvi. 19; Rev. i 18, ix. 1, xx. 1), since here we are 
not to supply THs Baotrelas with «detda, and take 7. yvaoews 
as a genitive of apposition (Diisterdieck in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1865, p. 750). Comp. Isa. xxii. 22.— The yveous, the 
knowledge xat’ é£oynv, i.e. the knowledge of the divine saving 
truth, as this was given in the manifestation and the preach- 
ing of Christ, is compared to a closed house, to get into which 
the key is needed. The vopexot have taken away this key, “.e. 
they have by means of their teaching, opposed as it is to the 
saving truth (because only directed to traditional knowledge 
and fulfilling of the law), made the people incapable of recog- 
nising this truth.— pare] tulistis (Vulgate); the reading 
amexptate found in D isa correct gloss. If they had recog- 
nised and taught, as Paul did subsequently, the law as 
Tavdayoyos eis Xpiorov (Gal. iii, 24), they would have wsed 
the key for the true knowledge for themselves and others, but 
not taken it away, and made tt inaccessible for use. They have 
taken it away; so entirely in opposition to their theocratic 
position of being the «redodyor have they acted. — On the 
figurative idea of the key of knowledge, comp. vill. 10: vpiv 
dédoTa, yvavar Ta puvoTynpia THs Bacirelas 7. Ocov. The 
aorists are altogether to be taken in the sense of the completed 
treatment ; they indicate what the vowsxol have accomplished 


1 Ahrens, Amt d. Schliissel, p. 9 ff., takes apace as: ye bear (more strictly : 
ye have taken to you) the key of knowledge, to wit: as those who ought to be 
its olxovezo. Thus, however, the reason of the odai would not yet appear in ¢r 
ipere x.7.2., nor until the following «iro odx x.«.a.; and hence the latter 
would have required to be linked on by 2aad, or at least by 3; or else instead 
of #pars the participle would have required to be used. Many of the older 
commentators, as Erasmus, Elsner, Wolf, Maldonatus, took apars as: ye have 
arrogated to yourselves, which, however, it does not mean. 
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by their efforts: tods eloepyouevous, however, are those who 
were intending to enter. 

Vy. 53, 54. KdxetOev é&eXOdvros avtod] (see the critical 
remarks) and when He had gone forth thence (from the Pharisee’s 
house, ver. 37).— As to the distinction between ypappareis 
and vomxoé, see on Matt. xxii. 35. The vowexol are included 
in the ypappart. x. Papic. Comp. on ver. 45.— évéyewv] not: 
to be angry (as usually interpreted), which would require a 
qualifying addition such as yoAov (Herod. i. 118, vi. 119, 
viii. 27), but: they began terribly to give heed to Him, which 
in accordance with the context is to be understood of hostile 
attention (enmity). So also Mark vi. 19; Gen. xlix. 23; 
Test. XII. Putr. p. 682 ; in the good sense: Jamblichus, Vit. 
Pyth. 6. — amoctoparifew"] means first of all: to recite away 
from the mouth, ie. by heart (Plat. Huthyd. p. 276 C, 277 A; 
Wetstein in loc.) ; then transitively: to get out of one by ques- 
tioning (Pollux, ii. 102; Suidas: amoctopatilew gact tov 
SiddoKanor, OTav Kedever TOV Traida eye ATTA aTO TTOMaATOS). 
See Ruhnken, Zim. p. 43 f. So here; it is the amautety avtoo- 
yedious K. aveTicKértous atroKpices epwTnudtov Sodepar, 
Euthymius Zigabenus. — Ver. 54. According to the corrected 
_ reading (see the critical remarks): while they lay in wait for 
Him, in order to catch up (to get by hunting) something out 
of His mouth. See instances of @npedoas in this metaphorical 
sense, in Wetstein. 


1 The Vulgate has os ejus opprimere, whereby it expresses the reading taicro« 
wife, Which still occurs in a few cursives. Luther follows the Vulgate. 
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CHAPTER XII 


Ver. 4, Here also (comp. on Matt. x. 28; Mark xii. 5) read, 
following AE K LU VI Ax, min, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
aronrewovrov.— Ver. 7. ody] 1s wanting in B L R 157, Copt. 
Sahid. codd. of It. Ambr. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by 
Tisch. From Matt. x.31.— Ver. 11. zpoogipwow] BL X 8, min. 
Vulg. codd. of It. have eicpépwow. So Tisch. D, Clem. Or. Cyr. 
of Jerus. Ver. have gépwow. The latter is to be preferred; the 
compound forms are attempts at more accurate definition; had 
either of them been original there was no occasion for substitut- 
ing the simple form.— Ver. 14. d:aorqv] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have xpirqjy, in accordance with B LX, min. Sahid., as also D, 
28, 33, Cant. Colb. Marcion, which have not 4 mepior. — dixacor. 
was introduced by way of gloss, through a comparison of Acts 
vii. 27, 35. — Ver. 15. raons crcovee. is to be adopted on decisive 
evidence (Elz. Scholz have r7js 7a.).— Instead of the second 
avrov, Lachm. and Tisch. have air, in favour of which is the 
evidence of BD F L Rx** min. Bas. Titus of Bostra, Cyr. 
Rightly ; airod is a mechanical repetition of what has gone 
before. — Ver. 22. After uy7 Elz. Scholz have iwi» Con- 
demned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. on decisive 
evidence. It is from Matt. vi. 25; whence also in B, min. vss. 
vuav has also been interpolated after cumar.— Ver. 23. 4 yep 
wx is indeed attested by authorities of importance (B D L 
MSV XX, min. vss. Clement) ; yet ydép (bracketed by Lachm., 
deleted by Tisch.) betrays itself as a connective addition, in 
opposition to which is the evidence also of ody? 4 pux4 in min. 
(following Matthew).— Ver. 25. The omission of jmepimvav 
(Tisch.) is too weakly attested by D and two cursives for us to 
be able to regard the word as an addition from Matthew 
[Tisch. 8 has restored it]. The Homoioteleuton after iuav 
might easily cause its being dropped out.— Ver. 26. oire] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have oid Necessary, and sufficiently 
attested by B Lk, etc. — Ver. 27. aaig atEcives’ od xom. 0062 vider] 
D, Vere. Syr." Marcion ? Clem. have sig olre vader ore Jpaives. 
So Tisch., and rightly ; the Recepta is from Matt. vi. 28,— 
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Ver. 28. riv sgéprov ev re ayp@ on. tyra] many variations. Both 
the word + and the order of the Recepta are due to Matt. 
vi. 30. Following B L &, etc., we must read with Tisch. é aypa 
roy xoprov onuepov ovre [Tisch. 8, following 8, B L A, 262, Sah. 
Copt., has ovra ojwepov| (Lachm. has +. yé6prov of. ev dyp. bvra). — 
Ver. 31. Elz. Scholz have rod @cod. But the well-attested airod 
was supplanted by rod @cod, following Matt. vi. 33, whence also 
was imported wdévra after ratra (Elz. Scholz).— Ver. 36. 
dvartoci] avudrvon is decisively attested, and is hence, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., to be preferred. — Ver. 38. of dodA0/| is want- 
ing in B D Lv, vss. Ir. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by 
Tisch, An addition in accordance with ver. 37 [Tisch. 8 has 
also deleted éxeiv, which is wanting in 8*].— Ver. 40. ody] is 
to be struck out with Lachm. and Tisch., as also is air@ [not 
omitted by Tisch. 8], ver. 41.— Ver. 42. Instead of 6 gpév., Elz. 
Scholz have xa/ gpév., in opposition to preponderating evidence. 
zai is from Matt. xxiv. 45.— Ver. 47. éaurod] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have airod on very weighty evidence. The Recepta is to be 
maintained. The significance of the reciprocal pronoun was 
very often not observed by the transcribers. — Ver. 49. Instead 
of «fs, Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢z7, The authorities are much 
divided, but é7/ bears the suspicion of having come in through 
a reminiscence of Matt. x. 34.—Ver. 53. diapepiodqoeran| 
Lachm. and Tisch. (both of them joining it to what has gone 
before) have d:ayericdqoovras, in accordance with important 
uncials (including B D8) and a few cursives, Sahid. Vulg. 
codd. of It. Fathers. Rightly ; it was attracted to what follows 
(so also most of the editions), which appeared to need a verb, 
and therefore was put in the singular. According to almost 
equally strong attestation we must read r7jy duyarépa and riy 
pnrépa instead of duyarpi and warp: (Lachm. and Tisch. omitting 
the unequally attested article). The Recepta resulted from 
involuntary conformity to what precedes. — Ver. 54. ray vepéa.] 
The article is wanting in A B LX Ax8, min. Lachm. Tisch. 
But how easily was +7», which in itself is superfluous, passed 
over between #éjTE and Negéa.!— Ver. 58. wapade] Lachm. 
and Tisch. have rapudwoe, Rightly; the transcribers carried 
on the construction, as in Matt. v. 25. So also subsequently, 
instead of Parry (Elz.) or Ba&ay (Griesb. Scholz) is to be read, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., Barez 


Ver. 1. During what was narrated in xi. 53, 54 (é ols), 
therefore while the scribes and Pharisees are pressing the 
Lord after He has left the house with captious questions, the 
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crowd, without number, had gathered together (érvcvvayé.), 
and now at various intervals He holds the following discourse, 
primarily indeed addressing His disciples (pos tods pabytas 
avutov, ver. 22\, yet turning at times expressly to the people 
(vv. 15 ff., 54 ff.), and in general in such a manner (ver. 41) 
that the multitude also was intended to hear the whole, and 
in its more general reference to apply it to themselves. With 
the exception of the interlude, vv. 13-21, the discourse is 
original only in this way, that very diverse, certainly in them- 
selves original, fragments of the Zogia are put together; but 
when the result is compared with the analogous procedure of 
Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew is found to 
be the more original of the two. Among the longer discourses 
in Luke none is so much of a mosaic as the present. Although 
the historical situation of ver. 1 is not invented, yet by the 
designed and plainly exaggerated bringing together of a great 
multitude of people it is confused. It would be too dispro- 
portioned an apparatus merely to illustrate the contents of 
ver. 2f (Weizsiicker).— T&v pupiddwy] The article denotes 
the innumerable assembled mass of the people (very hyperboli- 
cally, comp. Acts xxi. 20).—d@ote xatatrat. adXdjd.] otTaS 
epieuevor Exactos TAncialewy avT@, Theophylact. — yp£aro] 
He began, pictorial style. — mp@tov] before all, is to be taken 
with mpocéyere, comp. ix. 61, x. 5; Gersdorf, p. 107. It 
does not belong to what precedes (Luther, Bengel, Knapp, 
Schulz, Scholz, Paulus, Lachmann, Tischendorf), in connection 
with which it would be absolutely superfluous, although A C 
D ¥, etc., do take it thus. Ewald well says, “As a jirst duty.” 
— Ths Sipns] see on Matt. xvi. 6; Mark viii. 15. Here also 
is not meant the vice of hypocrisy (the usual interpretation), 
because in that case the next clause would have % dmdxpicts 
(with the article); but it glances back to the subject of the 
previous conversation at the table,’ and means: the pernicious 
doctrines and principles. Of these He says: their nature is 
hypocrisy ; therein lies what constitutes the reason of the warn- 
ing (HT1s, quippe quae). 

1 Therefore not to be interpreted of the Judaizers of the apostolic times (Weiz- 
sicker, p. 364); just as little is xvi. 14. 
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Vv. 2-10. See on Matt. x. 26-33. The connection is indi- 
cated by means of the continuative 6é: “Ye must the more, 
however, be on your guard against this hypocritical Gdn, since 
your teaching is destined to the greatest publicity for the 
future.” Comp. Mark iv. 22. Publicity which lies open to 
the world’s judgment, and hypocritical character which must 
shun disclosure, are irreconcilable. If you would not dread 
the former, the latter must remain far from you. According 
to Weiss, Luke has given to the whole saying only the mean- 
ing, that everything concealed by hypocrisy nevertheless one 
day comes to light, and therefore, even every word, however 
secretly it is spoken, shall come one day to publicity. But 
this supposition, without any ground for it, attributes to Luke 
a complete misapprehension of the meaning. — Ver. 3. dv@ 
a@v| quare, wherefore. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 710; 
Schaefer, Appar. Dem. I. p. 846.—6ca év TH cKotia K.7.r.] 
Everything which (in dread of persecutions) ye shall have 
spoken in the darkness, ze. shall have taught in secret, shall 
(in the triumph of my cause) be heard in the clear daylight, 
7.e. Shall be known in full publicity by your preaching and 
the preaching of others. The expression év 77 oxotia used 
of the apostolic agency is not inappropriate (de Wette), since 
it characterizes it not in general, but only under certain 
circumstances (ver. 4). But certainly the original form of the 
saying is found in Matt. x. 27, while in Luke it was altered 
to suit the apostolic experiences after these had often enough 
proved the necessity of teaching in secret what at a later 
period came to be publicly proclaimed before the whole world,’ 
when the gospel, as in Luke’s time, was triumphantly spread 
abroad. — év T@ wri] in the clear day; Hom. Od. xxi. 429 ; 
Xen. Cyr. iv. \2. 26;  Wisd. xviii. 4.— Ver. 4. If Jesus 
reminded His disciples by év 7H cxotia and mpos TO ods... 

1 According to Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 192 (comp. his Zeitschrift, 1865, p. 192), 
and Kostlin, p. 147, this publicity is regarded as having been meant as a con- 
trast to the ministry of the Twelve, because they had chiefly limited themselves 
to the circle of Judaism. lt isnot indeed in agreement with this that that 
which is secret should so purposely be made prominent. The Twelve neither 


limited their ministry merely to Judaism, nor did they minister among the Jews 
in quietness and secrecy like preachers in a corner. 
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évy T. Tapetows, ver. 3, of the impending pressure of perse- 
cutions, He now exhorts them to fearlessness in presence of 
their persecutors. —tois girous pov] for as such they were 
the object of persecution. — peta taita] peta TO arroKTelvas, 
The plural depends on the idea of being put to death, compris- 
ing all the modes of taking away life. See Kiihner, II. p. 423. 
— Ver. 5 f. Observe the marked emphasis on the do8y@nTe. — 
Vy. 8-10. Not an admonition for the disciples to remain 
faithful, for ver. 10 would not be appropriate to that, inas- 
much as there was no occasion to be anxious at all about their 
speaking against the Son of man, and it would have been even 
inappropriate to bid them beware of the blasphemy against the 
Holy Ghost ;* but Jesus adds to the previous encouragements 
a new one (Aéyw O€ duly, comp. ver. 4), saying to them how 
momentous for the eternal destiny of men is the apostolic work 
conducted by the Holy Spirit, how even the decision of the 
judgment on men would be given in accordance with the result 
of the work of the apostles among them. Hence, ver. 10 has 
been wrongly regarded as not pertinent to this (Kuinoel, 
de Wette); while, on the other hand, Schleiermacher con- 
siders the arrangement of Matt. xii. as less appropriate, in 
that he introduces a contrast of the present time (in which 
the Son is resisted) with the future (when the more rapid 
and mighty agency of the Spirit is blasphemed). In itself 
the saying is appropriate in both places, nay, it may 
have been uttered more than once; but in Matthew and 
Mark we have its closest historical connection and position. 


1 Hofmann, Schriftbew. IT. 2, p. 342, insists on regarding the blasphemy 
against the Spirit in this place as not distinct from the denial of Jesus. He says 
that this denial, in the case of those, namely, who had not only had the 
earthly human manifestation of Jesus before them, but had received the Holy 
Spirit, is blasphemy against the Spirit. But it is very arbitrary to assume, 
in contradiction to Matt. xii. 31, Mark iii. 29, that the blasphemy against 
the Holy Spirit presupposes that the Spirit has already been received. The 
blasphemers of the Spirit are malevolently conscious and hardened opposers of 
Christ. They may certainly have already had the Spirit and have apostatized 
and become such opposers (Heb. x. 29) ; but if such people were to be under- 
stood in this passage, some clearer indication should have been given. Still, 
how far from the Lord must even the mere thought have been, that the disciples, 
His friends, ver. 4, could ever change into such malignant blasphemers ! 
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— As to the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, see on Matt. 
eiv-31 f. 

Vy. 11, 12. But when they bring you—following out this 
denial of me and blasphemy against the Spirit—to the syna- 
gogues, etc. — as 4 Ti] Care not about the kind and manner, 
or the substance of your defence. See also on Matt. x. 19; 
Mark xiii. 11. On dzondoy. ti, comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 4; 
Dem. 227. 13; Plat. Gorg. p. 521 A, Phaed. p. 69 D, 
Polit. 4, p. 420 B; Acts xxiv. 10. 

Vv. 13-21. Peculiar to Luke; from his sowrce containing 
the account of the journey. — Ver. 13 f. ris] certainly no attend- 
ant of Jesus (Lightfoot, Kuinoel, and others), as Luke himself 
points out by é€« Tod dyAov; besides, such a one would have 
known Jesus better than is betrayed by this uncongenial 
request. It was a Jew on whom the endowments and autho- 
rity of Jesus produced such an impression that he thought 
he might be able to make use of Him in the matter of his 
inheritance. Whether he was a younger brother who grudged 
to the first-born his double share of the inheritance (Ewald), 
must be left in doubt.— é« 7. éyd.] belongs to eize, as is 
shown by the order. The mode of address, av@pw7re, has a 
tone of disapproval, Rom. ii. 1, ix. 20; Plat. Protag. p. 350 D; 
Soph. 47. 778, 1132. Observe that Jesus instantly rejects 
the application that concerns a purely worldly matter; on the 
other hand, He elsewhere gives a decision on the question of 
divorce. 

Ver. 15. Jesus recognised wAXcoveE/a as that which had 
stirred up the quarrel between the brothers, and uses the 
occasion to utter a warning against it.— pods avdtots] te. 
mpos Tov dxNov, ver. 13.— btu ovK ev TO Tepicoevelv K.T.A. | 
Sor not by the fact of a man’s possessing abundance does his life 
(the support of his life) consist in his possessions. This—the 
fact that one’s life consists in one’s possessions—is not depend- 
ent on the abundance of the possession, but—this, the contrast 
unexpressed, but resulting from ver. 30—on the will of God, 

1 This is worthy of consideration also in respect of the question: whether 


matters of marriage belong to the competency of the spiritual or the temporal 
tribunal ? 
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who calls away the selfish collector of treasures from the midst 
of his abundance. The simple thought then is: J¢ ts not 
super fluity that avails to support a man’s life by what he possesses. 
“ Vivitur parvo bene.” ‘To this literal meaning, moreover, the 
following parable corresponds, since it does not authorize us 
to understand €w7 in its pregnant reference: true life, cwrnpia, 
or the like (Kuinoel, Bornemann, Olshausen, Ewald, and the 
older commentators); on the other hand, Kaeuffer, De Gams 
aiwv. not. p. 12 f+ Observe, moreover, that ov« has been 
placed at the beginning, before év TO wepioc., because of the 
contrast which is implied, and that tw/, according to the usual 
construction, that of the Vulgate, goes most readily with 7repic- 
cevely (xxi. 4; Tob. iv. 16; Dion, Hal. ui. 11), and is not 
governed by what follows. An additional reason for this 
construction lies in the fact that thus the following avvod is 
not superfluous. Finally, it is to be noted that etvas é« is the 
frequent proficisci ex, prodire ex. De Wette is wrong in saying: 
“for though any one has superfluity, his life is not a part of 
his possessions, 1.e. he retains it not because he has these posses- 
sions.” In this manner e@vae éx would mean, to which belong ; 
but it is decisive against this view entirely that ov« ev T@ 
mepicoevey rust be taken together, while in respect thereof, 
according to the former view, no contrast can be conceived; for 
the life is in no case a part of our possessions (in the above sense). 

Vv. 16-19. On the idea of this parable, comp. Ps. xlix. 18 ; 
Ecclus. xi. 17 ff. — edpopnoev] not in the sense of the pluper- 
fect (Luther, Castalio, and others), but: bore well. Examples 
of this late and rare verb (Hipp. Zp. 1274, 20; Joseph. Bell. 
ii, 21. 2) may be found in Kypke. Comp. evdcpws épew 
(Lobeck, Paralip. p. 533).— 1% yopa] the estate, Xen. Cyr. 


1 Kuinoel: ‘‘ Non si quis in abundantia divitiarum versatur, felicitas ejus a 
divitiis pendet.” Bornemann (Schol. p. 82, and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 
128 ff.) : ‘* Nemini propterea, quod abunde habet, felicitas paratur ex opibus, quas 
possidet (sed ex pietate et fiducia in Deo posita).” Olshausen says that there are 
two propositions blended together: ‘‘ Life consists not in superfluity ” (the true 
life), and ‘‘nothing spiritual can proceed from earthly possessions.” Ewald 
says: ‘‘If man has not from his external wealth in general what can be rightly 
called his life, he has it not, or rather he has it still less by the fact that this, 
his external wealth, increases by his appeasing his covetousness.” 
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viii. 4. 28 ; Jerome, x. 5, and elsewhere. — Ver. 17 ff. Observe 
the increasing vivacity of the description of the “animi sine 


requie quieti” (Bengel).— ov« éyo mod] “quasi nusquam 
essent quibus pascendis possent impendi,” Grotius. — caero 


pov x.7.r.] I will pull down my storehouses (Matt. 11. 12), — 
Ta yevvnpata] see on Matt. xxvi. 29.— «Kai 7. ay. w.] and 
in general, my possessions. — TH Wuy pov] not equivalent 
to mihi, but: to my soul, the seat of the affections; in this 
case, of the excessive longing for pleasure. Comp. oni. 46, 
and see Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr. VII. 1. How frequently also 
in the Greek writers the actions of the Ego are predicated of 
the soul, may be seen in Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. II. p. 365 A.— 
avatravovu «.T.r.| An instance of “asyndeton,” expressing eager 
anticipation of the enjoyment longed for. On the thought, 
comp. Ecclus. xi. 19 ; Tob. vii. 9; Plaut. Mil. Glor. i. 1. 83; 
Soph. Dan. VI. (181, Dind.): &, rive, PépBov. 

Vv. 20, 21. Hive x.7.r.] is not to be converted into a decrevit 
(Kuinoel), ete. We have, indeed, no history; mAdrretas yap 
TadTa % jTapaBors, Theophylact. — tavtn] with emphasis. — 
atratovow| the categoric plural (see on Matt. ii, 20), which 
therefore does not prevent our regarding God Himself as the 
author of what was done, although the subject is left unde- 
termined. The thought of a robber and murderer (Paulus, 
Bornemann) is not to be allowed on account of ver. 21.— 
tive €orat| not to thee will it belong, but to others! — Ver. 21. 
So, having incurred the loss of his happiness by the unex- 
pected appearance of death, is he who collects treasure for him- 
self (for his own possession and enjoyment), and is not rich vi 
reference to God ; ve. is not rich in such wise that his wealth 
passes over to God (Rom. x. 12), by his possession, namely, 
of treasures in heaven, which God saves up in order to impart 
them to the man when Messiah’s kingdom shall be set up. 
See on Matt. v. 12, vi 20. Comp. 1 Tim. vi 19, and on 
Col. i. 5. The wdouteiv eis Gedy (unless, however, eés is to be 
taken for év, as Luther, Beza, Calovius, and others would have 
it) is substantially the same as éyew Onoavpodvs év ovpaved 
(comp. ver. 33), and it is realized through ducacoovvy, and in 
the case of the rich man, especially through loving activity 
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(Matt. xix. 21; Luke xvi. 9), such as Christ desires, Matt. 
vi. 2-4. It is not temporal possession of wealth which 
is applied in usum et honorem Dei (Majus, Elsner, Kypke, 
comp. Moller, Newe Ansichten, p. 201 ff.), but the higher zdeal 
possession of wealth, the being rich in Messianic possessions 
laid up with God, and one day to be received from Him, which 
is wanting to the egoistic Oncavpifwv éav7@. Against the 
former view, entertained by Majus and the rest, it is decisive 
that the negation of the being rich in relation to God (not of 
the becoming rich) is regarded as bound up with the selfish 
heaping wp of treasure. This withal in opposition to Borne- 
mann: “qui quod dives est prosperoque in augendis divitiis 
successu utitur, sibi tribuit, non Deo.” 

Vv. 22-31. See on Matt. vi. 25-33. Jesus now turns 
from the people (ver. 16) again to His disciples, — dua todro| 
because this is the state of things with the @ncaupifov éavT@ 
k. pay eis Ocdv mrovtTav.— Ver. 24. Tods Kopaxas] not in 
reference to the young ravens forsaken by the old ones (Job 
xxxvil. 41; Ps. exlvii. 9); but a common and very numerous 
species of bird is mentioned (the pulli corvorum must other- 
wise have been expressly named: in opposition to Grotius 
and others). — Ver. 28. According to the Recepta (but see the 
critical remarks), €v T® adyp@ would have to be connected with 
évta; on the other hand, following the reading of the amended 
texts: but if in the field God in such wise clothes the grass, which 
to-day is here and to-morrow is cast into an oven, ete. Instead 
of aydiévvver, we must read, with Lachmann, dpdidfer, or, 
with Tischendorf, dudvétex. Both forms belong to later Greek 
(Themist., Plut., LX X.).— Ver. 29. xat wpets] as the ravens 
and the lilies.— px) petewpifec0e] The Vulgate rightly 
translates: “nolite in sublime tolli;” and Luther: “be not 
high-minded.” zalt not yourselves; lift not yourselves up to 
lofty claims, which is to be taken as referring not to mere 
eating and drinking, but generally. The wsus loquendi of 
petewpitesOas, efferri, physically and (Aristoph. Av. 1447; 
Polyb. iii. 70, 1, iv. 59. 4, vii. 4. 6; Diodor. xi. 32. 41) 
psychically is well known. See also the passages from Philo 
in Loesner, p. 116. But others (Castalio, Beza, Grotius, 
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Maldonatus, Hammond, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, Valckenaer, 
Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and many more) have: 
nec inter spem metumque fluctuctis. Comp. Ewald: “waver not, 
lose not your balance.” The view of Euthymius Zigabenus 
also is that Christ refers to Tov mepiomacpov Tov amo TOV 
ovpaviov éml ta yniva. Certainly, as peréwpos may mean: 
jluctuans (see Schweighiiuser, Lev. Pol. p. 387; Josephus, 
Antt. iv. 3. 1, Bell. iv. 2. 5), petewpiSeev may signify: to 
make wavering (Dem. 169. 23; Polyb. v. 70. 10; Schol. ad 
Soph. Ocd. R. 924; Eurip. Or. 1537); but there appears no 
reason in the connection for departing from the above, which 
is the usual meaning in which the word is currently employed, 
even in the LXX. and in the apocryphal writers (2 Macc. 
vil. 34, v.17; 3 Mace. vi. 5). This werewp. has for its opposite 
the cvvatrdyec@Oat Tots Ta7rewots, Rom. xii. 16. 

Ver. 32. Peculiar to Luke. An encouragement to fearless- 
ness in the endeavour after the Messiah’s kingdom, by means 
of the promise of the divinely-assured final result. — pu) poPod] 
in consideration of their external powerlessness and weakness 
(TO puuxp. Toiumvov). But Christians generally, as such, are not 
the little’ flock (which is not to be changed into a poor 
oppressed band, as de Wette, following Grotius, does), but the 
little community of the disciples (ver. 22), as whose head He 
was their shepherd (comp. John x. 12; Matt. xxvi. 31).— 
evdoxnaer] it has pleased your Father. See on Rom. xv. 26; 
Col. i. 19. — dobvar ipiv 7. B.] see xx. 29 f. 

Vv. 33, 34. Comp. Matt. vi. 19-21. This end is so im- 
portant that, in order to strive thereafter with your whole 
interest (ver. 34), ye must renounce your earthly possessions, 
etc. This selling and giving up of the proceeds as alms 
(€Aenwoo., as xi. 41) is not required of all Christians (ver. 22), 
as de Wette will have it, but of the disciples, who, in the 
discharge of their office, needed perfect release from what is 
temporal. All the less do the words furnish a basis for the 
consilium evangelicum and the vow of poverty (Bisping). — 
éavtois] while ye give to others. — Baddadvtia (x. 4) py 


1 But vo/muov is not a diminutive, as Bengel supposed, but is a contraction for 
Toimevioy, 


160 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


Tanavovmeva is explained by the following @ncavpov .. . 
ovpavois.. As to this @ncavpds, comp. on ver. 21. 

Vv. 35, 36. Only echoes of the following references to the 
Parousia occur at Matt. xxiv. 42 ff. All the less is the 
originality to be attributed only to Luke (Olshausen) or to 
Matthew (Kuinoel). In Luke the exhortations to prepared- 
ness for the Parousia are readily accounted for by the pre- 
vious promise of the Messiah’s kingdom (ver. 32) and the 
requirement associated therewith (ver. 33).— écTtwcav .. . 
xavopevot] The meaning stripped of figure is: Be in readiness, 
upright and farthful to your calling be prepared to receive the 
coming Messiah. The nimble movement that was necessary 
to the servant made requisite the girding up of the outer 
garment round the loins (1 Pet. i. 13, and see Wetstein), and 
slaves must naturally have had burning lamps for the reception 
of the master when he returned home at night. The vuav 
emphatically placed first, as duets at ver. 36, corresponds to 
the special duty of disciples ; that your loins should be girded, 
... and that ye like men, ete. — av@peérrois] i.e. according to 
the context: slaves, as it is frequently used in the classical 
writers, Mark xiv. 12. — é« Tov ydwor| not: from is mar- 
riage, but from the marriage, at which he (as a guest) has been 
present. For his marriage is after the Parousia (see on 
Matt. xxii. 2, xxv. 1). The detail of the figure is not to be 
pressed into interpretation further than to imply the ODlessed 
condition (tiv advo evtppoctvnv Kk, ayaddiacw, Euthymius 
Zigabenus) from which the Messiah returns. — éA@ovTos... 
avolé. avT®] a well-known construction, Winer, p. 186 [E. T. 
258 f.]. On the direct vove, see Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 215 f. 
[E. T. 251]. 

Ver. 37. A symbolic representation of the most blessed 
recompense, Which the servants of Christ, who are faithful to 
their calling, shall receive from Him at His Parousia, It is 
not the idea of the great and general Messianic banquets 
(Matt. viii. 11) that underlies this, but it is the thought of a 

1o refer the Barravr. wn rar. to the ‘ everlastingly fresh power of appre- 


hension in respect of the eternal possessions,” was a fancy of Lange’s opposed to 
the context (Z. J. II. 2, p. 851). 
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special marriage-feast for those servants (the disciples). That 
the washing of the disciples’ feet by Jesus, John xiii., gave 
occasion (de Wette) to the mode of representation, according 
to which the Lord Himself serves (“ promissio de ministrando 
honorificentissima et maxima omnium,” Bengel), is the less 
probable the greater the difference is seen to be between the 
idea expressed by the foot-washing and that which is here 
set forth. The thought of the Saturnalia (Grotius, comp. 
Paulus and Olshausen) brings in something wholly foreign, 
as also the calling of the slaves to partake in certain sacred 
feasts according to the law, Deut. xii. 17 f, xvi. 11 f, 
is something very different from the idea of this feast (in 
opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others), in respect of 
which, moreover, it has been assumed (see Heumann, Kuinoel, 
de Wette) that the Lord brought with Him meats from the 
wedding feast—-an assumption which is as needless as it is 
incapable of proof. — epufocetar «.7.d.] a vivid representa- 
tion of the individual details among which even the drawing 
near to those waiting (waped@wv) is not wanting. — The 
parable, xvii. 7-10, has an entirely different lesson in view ; 
hence there is no contradiction between the two. 

Ver. 38. The earlier or later time of the Advent will make 
no difference in this blessed recompense. Jesus does not 
mention the jirst of the four night-watches (see on Matt. 
xiv. 25), because in this the marriage-feast took place; nor 
the fourth, because so late a return would have been unusual, 
and in this place contrary to the decorum of the events that 
were represented. 

Vv. 39, 40. See on Matt. xxiv. 43 f. The less, however, 
should ye be wanting in watchfulness, since the Messiah will 
appear unexpectedly like a thief in the night. A sudden 
change of figures, but appropriate for sharpening the warning 
in question, and not at ail startling to people accustomed to 
the sudden turns of Oriental imagery. Whether, moreover, 
the passage has received its true historical place here or in 
the discourse on the end of the world, Matt. xxiv., cannot be 
decided. 

Ver. 41. Certainly original (in opposition to de Wette, 

LUKE II. L 
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Holtzmann, Weizsiicker, Weiss), the more certainly, the finer 
are the threads with which what follows down to ver. 48 is 
linked on to sucha question. The succeeding passage at least 
offered no occasion for either the tradition or Luke inventing 
the question. If it had been suggested to Luke by Mark 
xili. 37, the answer of Jesus would also have been in closer 
agreement with the meaning of the passage in Mark. — zpos] 
in reference to, for us, comp. xx. 19; Rom. x. 21.— rv wapaP. 
ravt.| to wit, of the slaves who wait for their lord, ver. 36 ff. 
See ver. 42 ff. The reference to the master of the house and 
the thief, ver. 39, belonged also thereto as a concrete warning 
example. — 7) cai] Peter asks whether the parable is intended 
for the disciples, or also (or at the same time also) has a 
general reference. 

Vv. 42-44. In the pregnant style characteristic of Jesus as 
it most of all appears in John, He makes no direct reply to 
that question, but proceeds with His parable of the servants, 
and among these He now for the first time begins to speak 
of that one (the apostles generally cannot be described in 
vv. 42-46) whom He, before His departure, would set over 
the rest of the household as ofxovdpuos (the post destined for 
Peter !). He depicts his great recompense in the event of his 
being faithful, and his heavy punishment in the event of his 
being unfaithful (down to ver. 48); and He consequently made 
Peter, whose question betrayed an inconsiderate exaltation 
above the crowd, understand His reply to mean: Instead of 
meddling with that question, thou hast thine own consequent 
position to keep in view with fear and trembling! Then, 
however, ver. 47 f., he links on the general law of retribution 
under which every one comes, and which every one has to lay 
to heart. As to the reference of t/s apa, and the relation of 
the question to ver. 43, see on Matt. xxiv. 45 f. 

Vv. 45, 46. But if that slave, whom the lord will place 
over his servants as olxovomuos (ver. 42), instead of being 
faithful, shall have thought, etc. — Moreover, see on Matt. 
xxv. 48-51. — peta tov ariot.] with the faithless (ver. 42), 
whose final destiny is the punishment of Gehenna (ver. 5). 

Vv. 47, 48. This passage, which is peculiar to Luke, gives 
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explanatory information of a general kind, yet related to 
Matt. xxv. 14 ff, to account for the severity of the punish- 
ment, ver. 46. This will ensue, in accordance with the 
general rule of retribution coming into operation at the 
return of the Lord: -that that slave, ete. °Exetvos, though 
placed first for emphasis, does not refer to the single concrete 
person indicated at ver. 45, but is a general term indicating 
the class to which the ofxovoyos also belongs; and &é 
carries on the meaning with an cxplanatory force (Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 845; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 1). — éavtod] 
of his own Lord, makes the responsibility to be felt the 
more strongly. — étoiudcas] éavtdv is not to be supplied 
(Luther, Kuinoel, and many others), but: and has not made 
ready, has made no preparation. Comp. ix. 52. It belongs 
also to mpos TO OE. avTov.— SapyoeTtat Todds] TANHYaS 
SnAovore (see Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 387; Valckenaer, Schol. 
p. 214; Winer, p. 520 [E. T. 737]), touréote xokacOnoovtaz 
xareTOs, Site eidotes Katedpovncayv, Euthymius Zigabenus. 
On the accusative, comp. paotvyotoAar wrnyds, Plat. Legg. 
vii. p. 845 B, and see Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 164 [E. T. 
189].— Ver. 48. 0 dé yu yvovs] but the slave, who shall not 
have learnt to know it. Such a one cannot be left without 
punishment, not because he has not obeyed the Lord’s will 
(for that has remained unknown to him), but because he 
has done that which deserves punishment; even for such a 
one there is that which deserves punishment, because, in 
general, he had the immediate moral consciousness of his 
relation to his Lord as a subjective standard (comp. Rom. 
ii. 12 ff.), even although he did not possess the objective law 
of the Lord’s will positively made known to him, on which 
account also a lighter punishment ensues. Theophylact and 
Euthymius Zigabenus are wrong in thinking here of snch as 
could have learnt to know the Lord’s will, but from laziness 
and frivolity have not learnt to know it. An arbitrary limita- 
tion; and can sweh an ignorance diminish the responsibility ? 
Rom. i. 28 ff. We can the less regard the responsibility as 
diminished when we remember that by 6 dé 47 yvous is described 
the case of a slave of Christ, who has remained ignorant of 
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his Lord’s will. — travri S€ «.7.r.] but of every one, in order, 
moreover, still to add this general law as explanatory informa- 
tion on the subject of that so severe punishment, ver. 46, etc. 
-— €660n mrorv] in official duties, as to the o’kovouos. — mond 
Entnoerat] in official efficiency. The collocation of odd, rodv, 
and then qoAv, mepucootepov, has a special emphasis. — The 
second member 6 wapéfevto (the categoric plural, as at 
ver. 20: in reality xv¥psos is the subject) «.7.A. is a parallel 
similar in meaning to the first, but with the climax: mepuc- 
cotepoy, which is not to be taken as: “ plus quam aliis, quibus 
non tam multa concredita sunt” (Kuinoel, Bleek, following 
Beza, Grotius, and others, which would be insipid, and a mere 
matter of course), but: in the case of him to whom much has 
been entrusted (with whom a large sum has been deposited), 
still more than this entrusted vodAv will be required of him. 
In this statement is implied the presupposition that the capital 
sum must have been increased by interest of exchange or by 
profit of commerce. Comp. Matt. xxv. 15 ff The deposit 
was not to lie idle. On mapari@ec@at, comp. Herod. vi. 86 ; 
Xen. 2. Ath i. 16; Polybius, ui 17. 10, xxxiii. 12.3; fom 
i. 14; 1 Mace. ix. 35. The construction in both members is a 
well-known form of attraction, Kiihner, II. p. 512; Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 288]. 

Ver. 49 f. The sequence of thought is found in this, that 
the whole of that earnest sense of responsibility, which charac- 
terizes the faithfulness just demanded, must be only infinitely 
intensified by the heavy trials of the near future, which the 
Lord brings vividly before His view. — zip] Fire, is a figura- 
tive designation, not of the Holy Spirit, as most of the Fathers 
and others, including Bengel, will have it, nor of the word of 
God with its purifying power (Bleek) ; but, as is manifest from 
ver. 51 ff., of the vehement spiritual excitement, forcing its 
way through all earthly relations, and loosing their closest ties, 
which Christ was destined to kindle. The lighting up of this 
fire, which by means of His teaching and work He had already 
prepared, was to be effected by His death (see dro tod viv, 
ver. 52), which became the subject of offence, as, on the 
other hand, of His divine courage of faith and life (comp. 
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ii. 35). The expression itself Badety emt tr. yiv proceeded 
from the consciousness of His heavenly origin. Comp. Matt. 
x. 34.—«al ti O€\o «.7.r.] It is the usual and the correct 
view, held also by Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, which 
interprets: and how earnestly I wish, if (that) it were already 
kindled! émuotrevder yap tiv avai tovtov Tod Tupds, 
Theophylact. Regarding the 7é, see on Matt. vii. 14. More- 
over, the wsus loquendi of ef with Oédw (instead of the 
more confident 67, as with Oavydfw, etc.; see on Mark 
xv. 44) is not to be disputed. See Ecclus. xxiii. 14: @ed7- 
ces ef pry CyevynOns; Herod. ix. 14, also vi. 52: Bovropévny 
dé el Kws audhorepor yevoiato Bacidées. Accordingly, there is 
no sufficient reason for the view of Grotius, which disjoins 
the utterance into question and answer: And what do I wish? 
Tf it should be already kindled! This is less simple, and fails 
to bring out the correspondence between the expression in 
question and the parallel exclamation in ver. 50. The particle 
ec is used not merely with the optative (see Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 
836), but also with the indicative in the imperfect and aorist 
in the sense of wtinam, dummodo; in the latter case the non- 
accomplishment is known to the person who utters the wish. 
Comp. xix. 42; Josh. vii. 7; Grotius in loc. ; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 516; in the Greek prose writers it is usual to find e’@e or 
et yap in such a sense. Bornemann takes r/ for cur, and et 
as émet: “et cur ignem volo in terram conjicere, cum jam ac- 
census sit? remota quaestione: non opus est accendam.” But 
without considering the extremely insipid thought which is 
thus expressed, ver. 52 in this way requires that the kindling 
of the fire should be regarded as still future. This, moreover, 
is in opposition to Ewald: and what will I (can I be surprised), 
Uf ut be already kindled ?-— Jesus entertains the wish that the 
fire were already kindled, because between the present time and 
this kindling lay His approaching grievous passion, which must 
still first be undergone; see ver. 50. 

Ver. 50. 5€] places in face of the e¢ 78n dvijpOn! just 
wished for, what is still to happen first: But I have a baptism 
to be baptized with. This baptism is His deep passion awaiting 
Him, into which He is to be plunged (comp. on Mark x. 38) ; 


\ 
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and He has this baptism as the destiny ordained for Him, and 
consequently appropriated to Him. — cai ras ouvéyouat 
K.7.r.] and how am I distressed (comp. viii. 37; Dem. 1484. 
23, 1472.18) till the time that it shall be accomplished! A 
true and vivid expression of human shrinking at the present- 
ment of the agonies that were imminent, similar to what we 
find in Gethsemane and at John xii. 27. It was a misappre- 
hension of the human feeling of Jesus and of the whole tenor 
of the context, to make out of cvvéyouat an urgency of longing 
(a@cavel ayoud Sid THY BpadvtTfra, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
comp. Theophylact). So also de Wette and Bleek, who 
wrongly appeal to Phil. i. 23. See on the passage, also on 
2 Cor. v.14. Jesus does not long for and hasten to death, 
but He submits Himself to and obeys the counsel of God (comp. 
John xii 27; Phil. ii. 8; Rom. v. 19, and elsewhere), when 
His hour is come (John xiii. 1 and elsewhere). Ewald takes 
the question as making in sense a negative assertion: I must 
not make myself anxious (comp. on mds, ver. 56), I must 
in all patience allow this worst suffering to befall me. This 
agrees with Ewald’s view of ti OA «.7.2r., ver. 49; but, 
according to our view, it does not correspond with the 
parallelism. And Jesus actually experienced anguish of heart 
(comp. 2 Cor. ii, 4, cvvoy Kkapdias) at the thought of His 
passion, without detracting from His patience and submis- 
siveness. 

Vv. 51-53. See on Matt. x. 34, where the representa- 
tion is partly simplified, partly, on the model of Mic. vii. 6, 
enriched. — adr’ 4] but only, originated from dddAo and %, 
without, however, its being required to write dV 7. See on 
this expression in general, Kriiger, de formula aN % et 
afinium particul. etc. natura et usu, Brunsvig. 1834; Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 31 ff. Comp. on 2 Cor. i. 13. Otherwise 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 81 B.— amo tod viv] Jesus 
already realizes His approaching death. Comp. xxii. 69.— 
In ver. 53 are three hostile couples ; the description therefore is 
different from that at ver. 52, not a more detailed statement 
of the circumstances mentioned in ver, 52 (Bleek). 

Vv. 54-56. See on Matt. xvi. 2f The reason of those 
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hostile separations, spoken of in ver. 52 f., lay, on the part 
of the people in whose bosom they were sure to arise, in the 
mistaking of the Messianic period as such. Hence the rebuke 
that now follows is addressed to the people ; it is otherwise in 
the historical connection that appears in Matthew. Still the 
significant saying, in different forms, may have been uttered 
on two different occasions. — tiv vedérnv] the cloud, which 
shows itself.— do dvop.] therefore from the region of the 
sea. Comp. 1 Kings viii. 44, and see Robinson, Pal. II. 
p. 305. —edéws] so undoubted it is to you.— Ver. 55. 
votov mvéovta| scil. isnte, to wit, in the objects moved by it. 
— Ver. 56. ioxpitai] see on Matt. xvi. 3. Not unsuitable 
as an address to the people (de Wette), but it has in view among 
the people, especially through pharisaical influence (xii. 1), the 
untrue nature (the témoxpiows) which, as such, made them 
blind to the signs of the times!— ov &€ Karpov todTov] but 
this season, the phenomena of which so unmistakeably present 
to you the nearness of the Messiah’s kingdom (and Jesus 
Himself as the Messiah), how is it possible that ye should 
leave it so unexamined ? 

Vv. 57-59. See on Matt.v.25f. Pott (de natura... orat. 
mont. p. 13), Kuinoel, de Wette refuse to acknowledge any 
connection (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus: éf €tepov petéBn 
Noyov), and assume a mistaken reminiscence, suggested by the 
affinity of doxiyudfew and xpivew. But Luke did not weave 
together the discourses of Jesus in so thoughtless a manner. 
The train of thought, even although the connection is less clear 
and appropriate, is as follows: As, however, it turns to your 
reproach that ye do not rightly estimate the present time, so 
not less also is it your reproach that ye do not of your own 
selves judge what is duty. Jesus refers to the duty of repent- 
aie which is still seasonable, and by means of the rhetorical 
figure metaschematismus—since He pictures repentance as an 
agreement with an adversary who has a pecuniary claim to 
make, but by this adversary He means (not the devil, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, nor the poor, Michaelis; but) God, to whom 
man is a debtor—He represents this duty of repentance as still 
seasonable, in order not to incur the divine punishment, like 
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the accused person who still seasonably comes to terms with 
his creditor.—xat ad éavtdyv] even of yourselves, even of 
your own independent judgment. Comp. Bengel: “sine signis 
et citra considerationem hujus temporis.” These words indi- 
cate the progressive advance of the discourse. Comp. on 
xxi. 30.— Ver. 58. ydp] explanatory.— @s] is the simple 
sicuti: As thou, namely, art in the act of going away with 
thine adversary to an archon (in correspondence with this 
condition of time and circumstance), give diligence on the way, 
etc.; while you are still on the way, before it is too late, make 
the attempt, that may avert the danger. wtmdyeus has the 
emphasis (comp. subsequently év 77 060); so close is the 
time of decision! Both the apyev and the xperyjs must be 
considered as local magistrates (kpetns not as an assessor of 
the Sanhedrim, with which catacvpy is not in accord, for this 
certainly cannot be taken as a dragging to Jerusalem). Comp. 
xpiows, Matt. v. 21, and the remark thereafter. By one of the 
archons, 2.e. of the chief city officials, who, namely, is a 
competent person in matters of debt, the accused is recognised 
as liable to pay, and in default of payment the xput7s, who 
happens. to be subordinate to the dpywv, orders compul- 
sion to be used. For the rest, this handing over from one 
official to another belongs to the details of civic procedure, 
without being intended for special interpretation. — dos épya- 
ciav| da operam, a Latin idiom, probably taken from the 
common speech, Hermogenes, de Invent. iii. 5. '7; Salmasius and 
Tittmann (Synon. p. 102), following Theophylact, erroneously 
interpret: give interest. This is not the meaning of épyacia, 
and the Israelites were forbidden to take interest from one 
another (Michaelis, Mos. R.§154f.; Saalschiitz, IZ R. pp. 184, 
278, 857). — arnrrayOar an’ adbtod] in order to be delivered 
Jrom him, Xen. Anabd. vi. 1. 4; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 868 D; 
Josephus, Antt. x. 6. 2, and elsewhere. The genitive might 
also stand alone, Thuc. iii. 63; Dem. 11. 16, 237. 14, and 
elsewhere, and the passages in Kypke and Loesner. Settle- 
ment is to be conceived of as obtained by payment or by 
arrangement. Comp. Dem. 34. 22.—0 mpdxtwp] exactor, 
collector, bailiff. In Athens the collector of the court fees 
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and fines was so called (Bockh, Staatshaush. I. pp. 167, 403 ; 
Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 151. 3). The wpdetwp also is part 
of the imagery, without contemplating thereby any special 
interpretation (otherwise, the angels would have to be under- 
stood, Matt. xiii. 41 f.).— 76 ry. Nerrov] (Mark xii. 42): to 
wit, of the debt sued for. But this terminus in the punitive 
condition depicted (in the Gehenna) is never attained. Comp. 
on Matt. xvi. 34, 


Pa THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


CHAPTER «xX LUT. 


Vv. 3 and 5. The evidence in the two verses is so divided 
between peravoyjre (Elz.) and ueravojonre (Lach.), as also between 
acutrag and éuows (Lachm. has in both places éuofws, which Elz. 
reads onlyinver.5), that it affords us no means of decision. Tisch. 
reads in ver. 3, weravejre ... ouoiwe, but in ver. 5, weravojonre... 
woutrws. It is certain that the one passage was changed in 
accordance with the other—most probably ver. 5 in accordance 
with ver. 3, and that consequently both passages are not, as by 
Lachm., to be read alike, because in that case no reason would 
have been suggested for the variation. — Ver. 4. Instead of ora 
Lachm., and Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, airo/. The 
Recepta is a frequent alteration. — Ver. 6. The arrangement z<gu- 
rev. ev r. aur. avr. (Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderatingly attested, 
and still more strongly is @irév xapr. (Elz. has xaps. @.). — Ver. 7. 
After, ¢rq Tisch. has a¢ od, following BD LT*®s, al. Rightly; 
it was passed over because it could be dispensed with. — Ver. 8. 
Elz. has xorpiav. But decisive authorities have xzézpa. The 
feminine form was more common from its use in the LXX.— 
Ver. 11. %] is wanting after yw, in B L T° X 8, min. vss. 
Lachm. Tisch. A frequent addition. — Ver. 12. r7:] Lachm. has 
ard rHs, In accordance with A D X II 8,min. An exegetical 
expansion. — Ver. 14. ratraic| A BL, etc. have airaz. So too 
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; rairas¢ occurred readily to the tran- 
scribers; comp. on ver. 4.— Ver. 15. Instead of iroxpiré (Elz.), 
isoxpiraé is rightly approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch., in accordance with considerably preponderating 
evidence. The singular was introduced in accordance with the 
foregoing airg. In the previous clause instead of ow read 6, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L», min. Syr. 
Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. This 6 easily dropped out after the last 
syllable of azexpidn (thus still in one cod. of It.), and the con- 
nection that was thus broken was wrongly restored in some 
authorities by ov, in others by za/ (16, Aeth.).— On the other 
hand, in ver. 18, instead of 6¢ we are to adopt ov with Tisch., 
following B L 8, min. Vulg. It. a/., the reference of which was 
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not understood. — Ver. 19. wéya] is wanting in B D L T° x, 
251, vss. Ambr. Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. 
[omitted by Tisch. 8]. Omitted in accordance with Matt. xiui, 32. 
— Ver. 24. rianz] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have dipas. The Recepta 
is from Matt. vii. 13. — Ver. 25. We are here to read xtpe only 
once, with Tisch., following B Lx, 157, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. 
Sax. The repetition is from Matt. xxv. 11.— Ver. 31. juépg] 
Tisch. has apg, which is so weightily attested by A B* DL | 
X 8, min., and is so frequent in Luke, that 7%4ép¢ appears as 
having come in by means of the subsequent numeration of days. 
— Ver. 32. émreH] Lachm. and Tisch. have dworeA, in accord- 
ance with B Lx, 33, 124, to which also D is associated by 
drorenovuar,—it was displaced by the more familiar word émire2. 
— Ver. 35. After iuav Elz. has gpnwos, in opposition to prepon- 
derating evidence. An exegetical addition in this’ place and at 
Matt. xxiii. 38. — gw dv] this é is wanting in B D K LR, min., 
in accordance with Matt. xxiii. 39.— 7&7] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have 72s, in accordance with A DV aA 4, min. The weight 
of these authorities is all the more considerable in this place 
that B L M R X ®& have not 42, ére at all, which omission 
occurred in accordance with Matthew. 


Vy. 1-9. Peculiar to Luke ;! from the source of his account 
of the journey. At the same moment (when Jesus had spoken 
the foregoing discourse) there were some there with the news 
(waphody twes atrayyédXovTes, Diod. Sic. xvii. 8) of the Gali- 
leans (r@v Tahun. indicates by the article that their fate was 
known) whcese blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices. 
This expression is a tragically vivid representation of the 
thought: “whem Pilate caused to be put to death while 


1 The narrative, vv. 1-5 (also vy. 6-9), was not found, according to Epiphanius 
and Tertullian, in the text of Marcion. This omission is certainly not to be 
regarded as intentional, or proceeding from dogmatic motives, but yet it is not 
to be explained by the supposition that the fragment did not originally appear 
in Luke (Baur, Markusevang. p. 195 f.). It bears in itself so clearly the stamp 
of primitive originality that Ewald, p. 292, is able to ascribe it to the oldest 
evangelical source, Késtlin, p. 231, to a Jewish local source. In opposition 
to Volkmar’s attempt (p. 102 f.) to prove the omission in Marcion as having 
been dogmatically occasioned (comp. also Zeller, Apostelg. p. 21), see Hilgen- 
feld in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 224 ff. Yet even Koéstlin, p. 304, seeks dog- 
matically to account for the omission by Marcion, on assumptions, indeed, in 
accordance with which Marcion would have been obliged to strike out uo one 
can tell how much more. 
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engaged in their sacrifices.” See similar passages in Wetstein. 
That the communication was made with evil intention to 
represent the murdered people as special sinners (Lange), is a 
hasty inference from the answer of Jesus. — peta Tav Ovorav 
avt.] not instead of peta Tod aiwatos tav Ovo. avrt., which 
abbreviation, although in itself allowable, would here be arbi- 
trarily assumed; but we may regard the people as actually 
engaged in the slaughter or cutting up, or in otherwise work- 
ing with their sacrifice at the altar (in the outer court) (Saal- 
schiitz, WZ. &. p. 318), in which they were struck down or 
stabbed, so that their blood streamed forth on their offering. 
— The incident itself, which the tuvés who had arrived men- 
tion as a novelty, is not otherwise known to us. Josephus, 
Antt. xviii. 5, is speaking of the Samaritans, and what he 
says belongs to a later date (in opposition to Beza). To think 
of followers of Judas the Gaulonite (Theophylact, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Grotius, and others) is arbitrary; but the conjec- 
ture that they were enthusiastic devotees of Jesus (Lange) is 
preposterous, because it does not agree with the subsequent 
explanation of the Lord. Probably they had made themselves 
suspected or guilty of (secret) sedition, to which the Galileans 
were extremely prone (Joseph. Antt. xvii. 9. 3; Wetstein on 
the passage; see especially Rettig in the Stud. und Kritik, 
1838, p. 980f.). Itis possible also that in the tumult that 
arose on account of the aqueduct built by Pilate (Joseph. Antz. 
xviii. 3. 2) they also had been drawn in (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. 
p. 40), with which building, moreover, might be connected 
the falling of the tower, ver. 4. 

Vv. 2, 3. Jesus makes use of this news by way of warning, 
and to stir them up to repentance. He points to the slaughter 
of those people as an example of the divine punishment, which 
teaches not that the persons concerned are the most deserving 
of punishment, but that punishment, if carried into effect 
against individuals, must fall upon all (to wit, the whole class, 
so that in the application the Messianic punishment of eternal 
amr@neva is intended’) if they should not have repented. — 
mapa] more than; see Bernhardy, p. 259; Buttmann, Newt. 


1 Not the destruction of Jerusalem, as Grotius and many will have it. 
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Gr. p. 292 [E. T. 339]. — éyévovto] not were (joav), but 
became (see generally, C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opuse. 
p. 284 f.)—to wit, declaratory: that they became known as 
sinners by the fact, namely, that they suffered such things 
(werrov@.), perf., see Winer, p. 242 [E. T. 338]. 

Vv. 4, 5. Likewise historically unknown. — o rupyos] the 
well-known tower. What sort of a one it was is altogether 
uncertain ; perhaps a tower of the town-walls (Joseph. Sell. v. 
4, 2), so that the spring of Siloah is here meant (Joseph. /.c. 
says of the walls of the ancient city, mpos votov w7ép thy 
Pir@ap erictpepov myynv). As to the spring (on the south-east 
side of the ancient city) and the pool of Siloah, see on John 
ix. 7.— év Tt. 3r.] év of the immediate neighbourhood, at. 
Comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 32, and thereon, Kiihner, Hom. 1. 
xviii. 521, and elsewhere. —xal améxt. avtovs] a genuine 
Greek transition from a relative to a demonstrative sentence 
on account of the different government of the two verbs. 
Comp. on x. 8.—avroi] (see the critical remarks) they on 
their part, in opposition to the others, taking them up empha- 
tically, Bornemann, ad Sympos. iv. 63, p. 154; Bernhardy, 
p. 290. Observe that @cavrws is stronger than opoiws, and 
hence most appropriately used at ver. 5. 

Vv. 6-9. Doctrine: the forbearance of God (of the Lord of 
the vineyard) endures only a short time longer; the ministry 
of me (the aumedoupyos) to you is the last attempt, and on it 
follows the decision—the decision of the Messianic judgment. 
Comp. ili. 9. Explanations entering more into detail, for 
instance, of the three years (Augustine, Theophylact, Bisping, 
and others: the times of the law, theprophets, and Jesus; 
Euthymius Zigabenus: the tpets modcte/ac of the judges, the 
kings, and the high priests), in which, moreover, are not to be 
found the years of the ministry of Jesus (Jansen, Bengel, 
Michaelis, Wieseler, Synopse, p. 202, but that there would 
appear, besides the three years, a fowrth also, in which the 
results of the manuring were to show themselves), mistake the 
colouring of the parable for its purpose.!— ov«hy eixé Tis] 


1 Grotius aptly says that the three years indicate in general the whole 
period before Christ: ‘‘quo Deus patientissime expectavit Judaeorum emenda- 
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a certain person spossessed a fig-tree. The fiy-trec in the vine- 
yard is not opposed to Deut. xxii. 9, for there trees are not 
spoken of. — Ver. 7. According to the reading tp. tn ad’ ob 
(see the critical remarks): J¢ is three years since I, ete. Comp. 
Thucyd. i. 18. 2.— wari cat «.7.r.] wherefore also (besides 
that it itself bears nothing), see Hermann, ad Viger. p. 837; 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 635 ff. The «até belongs, as is often the 
case in questions, to the whole sentence (Baeumlein, Partikeln, 
p. 152).—«Katapyet| it makes the land wseless—to wit, by 
useless occupation of the space, by exhausting and shading it. 
Examples of catapyetv, inertem facere, Kur. Phoen. 760; Ezra 
iv. 21, 23, v. 5, vi. 8.— Ver. 8. cal Ttobro 70 éros] the present 
year also—as already those three ineffectual past years, — 
€ws Gtov K.7.r.] until the time that I shall have dug, ete-— 
whereupon there shall occur, even according to the result, 
what is said at ver. 9.—xdv péev momen Kaptrov| and in case 
perchance tt shall have brought forth fruit—even in the classical 
writers a frequent aposiopesis of the apodosis Kaas éyer. See 
Valckenaer, Schol. p. 217; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 833 ; Butt- 
mann, Neut. Gr. p. 339 [E. T. 396]. On the interchange of 
éav and et in such antitheses, in which the first conditional 
sentence is spoken with reference to the result, comp. Sauppe, 
ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 37; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B, 
Gorg. p. 470A; Winer, p. 263 [E. T. 369]. — els ro pédXov] 
sc. €Tos, at the following year, which therefore comes in with 
the next year’s fig-harvest, thou shalt cut it down. Let it still 
therefore remain so long. Comp. on i. 20. To supply é7og is 
by means of the correlation to TodTo To éTos, ver. 8, more strictly 
textual than the general notion postea (as it is wswally taken). 
— éxxorrers] “ Non dicit vinitor : exscindam, coll. ver. 7, sed rem 
refert ad dominum ; desinit tamen pro ficu deprecari,” Bengel. 

Vv. 10-17. A Sabbath cure peculiar to Luke, without any 
more precise specifying of time and place. He might find 
a motive for inserting it just in this place in his source of 
the narrative of the journey itself. But to explain its posi- 
tionem.”” Within three years, asa rule, the tree when planted bore fruit, Wetstein 


in luc. The people addressed are the rivés, ver. 1 as ver. 2, but as members 
of God's people (the vineyard), not as inhabitants of Jerusalem (Weizsacker). 
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tion here from the fact that the three years of ver. 7 had 
reminded him of the eighteen years of ver. 11 (Holtzmann, 
p. 158) would be fantastic. — Ver. 11. 4] aderat. — rvedpua 
aobeveias| a spirit of weakness, @.e. a demon (see ver. 16), who 
paralyzed her muscular powers, so that she could not straighten 
herself. This conception of ado@év. is more in accordance 
with the context than the general one of sickness. — eis 7d 
mavtedes| comp. Heb. vii. 25, and thereon Bleek ; Ae/. xii. 20, 
v. 7. It belongs adverbially not to pa dvvay. (de Wette, 
Bleek, and most commentators), but to avaxtyyat, with which 
it stands. She was bowed together (Ecclus. xi. 11, xix. 26 f,, 
and in the Greek writers), and from this position to straighten 
herself up perfectly was to her impossible. — Ver. 12. azro- 
EAveat] thow art loosed ; that which will immediately occur is 
represented as already completed.— Ver. 14. amoxpiOeis| See 
on Matt. xi. 25.—7T@ éydw] Taking his stand upon Deut. 
v. 13, he blames—not directly Jesus, for he could not for 
shame do so, but—the people, not specially the woman at all: 
Jesus was to be attacked indirectly. — Ver. 15. vroxpitat | 
Euthymius Zigabenus aptly says: wtoxpitas @vopace Tovs 
KaTa TOV apxiovvaywyov (the class of men to which he be- 
longed, the hierarchical opposition, comp. ver. 17), @s wv7ro- 
Kplvopévous pev TYysdy Tod caBBatov vomov, éxdiKodvTas Oé 
tov pOovov éavTav. — atrayayor| pictorially, “ ad opus demon- 
strandum,” Bengel. — Ver. 16. The argument is a minori ad 
mojus (as xiv. 5), and the majus is significantly indicated by 
the doubled description @uyatépa ’ABp. odcay (comp. xix. 9) 
and ip édnoev 0 Satavds «tA. “Singula verba habent 
emphasin” (Grotius),—a remark which holds good also of the 
vividly introduced idov, comp. Deut. viii. 4. As a. daughter 
of Abraham, she belongs to the special people of God, and 
must hence be wrested from the devil. Of spiritual relation- 
ship with Abraham (Lechler in the Stud. w. Krit. 1854, p. 
821) nothing is said.— jv édncev 6 car.| since he, namely, 
by means of one of his servants, a demon, has taken away her 
liberty in the manner mentioned at ver. 11.— d€éxa «.7.X. is 
not a nominative, but an accusative of the duration of time. 
Comp. ver. 8, xv. 29, and elsewhere. — Ver. 17. xatyoyvr. 
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TavT. of avtix, avt.| Comp. Isa. xlv. 16.— ywopévors] Pre- 
sent ; describing the glorious work of Jesus as continwing. 

Vv. 18-20. Comp. on Matt. xni. 31-33; Mark iv. 31 f. 
— eye ovv] does not introduce the parables which follow 
in an indefinite and random manner (Strauss, I. p. 626 ; comp. 
de Wette and Holtzmann), which is erroneously inferred from 
ver. 17 regarded as a closing remark, and denies to Luke even 
the commonest skill in the management of his materials; but 
after the conclusion of the preceding incident (ver. 17) Jesus, 
in consequence (ovv, see the critical remarks) of the joy 
manifested by the people, sees Himself justified in conceiving 
the fairest hopes on behalf of the Messianic kingdom, and 
these He gives utterance to in these parables. This is how 
we find it in Luke; and his mode of connecting them with 
the context is so consistent with the facts, that from this 
quarter there is no opposition to our assuming as original in 
this place what, if not an exact repetition of the two parables 
already spoken at Matt. xiii, and Mark iv., was at least an 
express reference to them. Even in the source of his narra- 
tive of the journey from which Luke draws from ix. 51 
onwards, they might have been connected with the foregoing 
section, vv. 10-17.— Ver. 19. es xfmrov éavtov] into a 
garden belonging to himself, where it was protected, where he 
could observe and foster it, etc. — Ver. 20. wddw] once more ; 
for the question of ver. 18 is repeated. 

Ver. 21. Introduction of a new act in the progress of 
the journey (ix. 57, x. 38, xvii. 11). The mention of the 
journey holds the historical thread. — cai vrop. trovovp.] teach- 
ing, and at the same time, ete. 

Ver. 23. This questioner was certainly a confessor of Jesus, 
ver. 24 ff. There is nothing besides this that we can define 
more precisely, except that the question itself might be called 
forth by the stringency of the claims of Jesus.— As to ei," 
see on Matt. xii. 10. 


1 That in direct questions «i should be used as the recitative ér, which would 
have to be explained by a transition of the oratio obliqua into the oratio directa, 
even after the learned investigation of Lipsius, Paulin. Rechtfertigungsichre, 
1853, p. 30 ff., I must doubt, since we should find this use of s/ much more 
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Ver. 24. IIpos avrovs] refers to those who were present, of 
whom the questioner was one. Jesus, giving after His manner 
a practical application to the theoretical question, answers 
not directly, but by means of the admonition: Strive to enter 
an (to the Messiah’s kingdom, to which that question referred, 
conceived of as a house) by the narrow door, since many in 
vain shall attempt to enter. Therein is implied: “ Instead of 
concerning yourselves with the question whether they who 
attain to salvation are only few, reflect rather that many shall 
not attain it, and set out therefore on the right road to attaining 
it.” — 81a Ths otevijs Ovpas] (see the critical remarks) reminds 
us of a house which has, besides the usual door, also a distinct 
small one, and only by means of this is admission possible: 
so the attainment of salvation is possible only by means of 
the wetdvoia. The figurative representation, which Jesus has 
already made use of in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. 
vii. 13, is here repeated and modified; the simple da rijs 
avev. Qvp., without any more definite explanation (comp., on 
the other hand, Matt. /.c.), bears the stamp of a reference to 
something already previously propounded (in opposition to 
de Wette, Weiss, and others, who are in doubt as to the 
originality of the saying in this place). — rncovow] weaker 
than daywviferOe. — cicedOciv] in general; Sia tis otevns 
Gvpas is not repeated.—x. odK« icyvcovo.] because they 
omit dyaviger Oat cicenOeiy Sia THs otevis Ovpas, ic. they have 
not repented. 

Vv. 25-27." If you are excluded from the kingdom of 
Messiah, you shall then in vain urge your external connection 
with me! II\atres yap oixodcomotny tia KaOypevov kK. 


frequently elsewhere, and since in the isolated places where it occurs it is just 
the meaning of the doubtful question (whether indeed?) which is very appro- 
priate (Matt. xii. 10, xix. 3; Luke xiii, 23, xxii. 49; Acts i. 6, vii. 1, xix. 2, 
xxi, 37, xxii. 25), On the classical beginnings of this usage, nothing likewise is 
to be decided other than on the New Testament usage, to wit, with Ast, Lez. 
Plat. I. p. 601: ‘‘ Dubitanter interrogat, ita ut interrogatio videatur directa 
esse.” 

1 Down to ver. 29 we have a series of reminiscences of very varied discourses 
linked together in Luke’s source of the journey, which are found in several 
portions of Matthew taken from the Logia. 


LUKE II, M 


178 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


vrrodexopuevor (at the repast, ver. 29) tovs PiAovs adtod (rather 
his family; see subsequently on 7o@ev), eita éyepomevov x. 
amokrelovta tiv Ovpav Tod olKkov avTOD, K. pa) GUYY@podvTA 
Tois dAXous eloeAOeiv, Euthymius Zigabenus. The construction 
is such that the apodosis begins with tore, ver. 26 (Bengel, 
Bornemann), and continues down to aduxias, ver. 27, in ac- 
cordance with which the punctuation should be adjusted. The 
apodosis does not begin as early as cal azroxpuGels, ver. 25 
(the wswal mode of punctuation), so that with ver. 26 a new 
sentence would begin; for the former xa/, which would not be 
a sign of the apodosis (de Wette), but would mean also, would 
be superfluous and confusing, whereas tére presents itself, 
according to a usage known to every one (v. 35, xxi. 20, and 
elsewhere), of itself, and according to the meaning, as the divi- 
sion of the sentence. It is according to the meaning, for thus 
the apodosis brings out the principal point, namely, the urging 
of the relation of external connection and (observe only the 
continuation of the apodosis through ver. 27) its fruitlessness, 
Lachmann (following Beza) connects af’ ob... dvovEov nyiv 
(after which he places a full stop) with Kai ov« ioyvcovow, 
ver. 24. Schegg follows him. But opposed to this is the 
second person apEno Ge, which is not in accordance with toyvcou- 
ov, but carries forward the address that began with aywviferOe. 
Ewald conceives the apodosis as beginning as early as kal 
apénaoGe, ver. 25, but in such a manner that this apodosis is 
transformed into a second protasis. The harshness of this 
supposition is increased still more by the fact that if we read 
adpénaOe, ver. 26, the force of the protasis must come up 
anew with the repetition of the sound.'—xal dp£ncOe] can 
only arbitrarily be limited to «povew, as though it ran apé. 
é&m éot@tes xpovew (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 541). It refers 
to both the infinitives. The people have begun the persistent 
standing there and knocking, in respect of which they say: 
Lord, open to us; then the master of the house answers that 
he knows them not (Matt. xxv. 12),-etc.; next, they begin to 


1 This reading, indeed, has in its favourr'A DK LM T® X TAMT®N and 
many min., but it is a mechanical repetition of the subjunctive from ver. 25. 
Yet it is now adopted by Tischendorf (Tisch. 8 has a%:0¢s]. 
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say something else, to wit, their épdyouev «.7.X. Thus there 
appears in dpEnoOe and ap&erGe, ver. 26, a very vivid repre- 
sentation of their several fruitless attempts. — Kai atroxp. épet 
i. | a graphic transition to the future: after that... ye shall 
have begun... and he shall say. At the same time, however, 
it is a departure from the regular construction,’ as though av 
had not gone before (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 142).— ov« otda buds 
molev é€oté| Comp. John vii. 27; Winer, p. 551 [E. T. 781}. 
— roev] i.e. of what family (see on John vii. 27) ; ye are not 
members of my house, but of another that is unknown to me. 
— Ver. 26 f. évémiov cov] before thine eyes, as thy guests, 
but corresponding in a more lively manner to the expression 
of the master of the house than the mere peta cov, — é€v tais 
TraT. Hy. €dioaé.] A divergence from the person describing 
to the person described, which occurs in ver. 27 in améatnte 

. aducias,’ and at ver. 28 f. Bengel aptly says on ver. 27: 
“ Tterantur eadem verba; stat sententia; sed iterantur cum 
emphasi.” For the rest, comp. on Matt. vu. 22 f. According 
to the tendency-critics, the doers of iniquity in Matthew must 
be Pauline-Christians, but in Luke Jewish-Christians; see 
Hilgenfeld, Avit. Unters. p. 184 £, Hvang. p. 196, Zertschr. 
1865, p. 192. What crafty turns the evangelists have got 
eredit for! Antinomians (Weizsicker) are not meant at all, 
but ammoral adherents. 

Vv. 28, 29. Comp. on Matt. viii. 11. The words of Jesus. 
— éxei] there, in the place to which ye shall thus be turned 
away. For the most part it is understood temporally, év 
exelve TO Kaip@, Euthymius Zigabenus. Rarely thus in the 
classical writers (Soph. Phil. 394; Bornemann, Schol. p. 90 f.), 
but never (yet comp. éxei@ev, Acts xiii. 21) in the New Testa- 
ment ; and here the context points definitely by arootnte an’ 
¢uov to the well-known locality, as, moreover, the standing type 

1 On the question discussed in so many ways whether in the classical writers 
(except Homer) zy stands with the future (Brunck, Heindorf, Hermann, Hartung, 
Stallbaum, Reisig, Kiihner, Kriiger, and many others) or not, see especially 
Hermann, de part. éy, p. 30 ff. ; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 282 ff. (both in 
Javour of it); and Klotz, ad Devar. p. 118 ff. (against it). 


2 On ipyéens, a doer of good or evil (so only in this place in the New Testa- 
ment), comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 27: trav xardy xual ceuvar tpyarny; 1 Mace. iii. 6. 
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of this formula sanctioned by use (Matt. xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, 
xxiv. 51, xxv. 30) with éxe? leads one to think only of that 
locality. — étav dWnoGe] What contrasts! They saw the patri- 
archs and prophets established in the kingdom, but in themselves 
experience the sense of being cast owt, and instead of them come 
heathens from the east and west, etc. On the subjunctive 
form éynoGe, see Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 31 [E. T. 36]. — 
"ABp. x. Io. x. "Iaxe®B] Comp. Matt. viii. 11. The Marcionite 
reading madras Tovs Sixaious is an intentional removal of the 
patriarchs (Volkmar, comp. Zeller, Apostely. p. 17). It was 
not original, so that the canonical reading cannot be said to 
have been introduced in accordance with Matt. lc, or in 
opposition to Marcion’s views (Hilgenfeld, Baur). — é«Barrow. 
e&m]| agrees with the figure, although the persons concerned 
are not admitted at all; for they are members of the family, 
and as such, te. as originally belonging to the theocratic 
community of the patriarchs and prophets, they are by their 
rejection practically éeBadAduwevor &Ew. The present tense is 
justifiable, since the opdyv «.7.d. at the time of the éoras 2 
KravOuos will be already past. Hence: if ye shall have scen 
yourselves as such, become (not are) the cast out. After they 
shall have seen this measure carried out, they shall be in hell, 
where there shall be weeping, ete. 

Ver. 30. Comp. on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16.—<«iolv] (before 
the establishment of the kingdom; écovrav) after it, in the 
kingdom. — éoyaror] 2.e. those who have not become believers 
till very late (as such, born heathens, ver. 29).— écovras 
mpatot| Members of the first rank in the kingdom of Messiah, 
The originality of this maxim, uttered in several forms and 
in various connections, is to be claimed exclusively for no 
particular place. 

Ver. 31 ff. as far as ver. 33 peculiar to Luke from the 
source of his narrative of the journey. —— According to xvii. 11, 
the incident occurred in Galilee, with which ix. 51 ff. (see on 
the passage) is not inconsistent. — That the Pharisees did not 
merely give out on pretence their statement in reference to 
Antipas (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and 
others, including Olshausen and Ebrard), but actually had 
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instructions from him, because he himself wished to be rid of 
the dreaded miracle-worker (ix. 7, 9) out of his dominions, is 
plain from 7 addo@rexe tavTy, ver. 32, whereby is declared 
His penetration of the subtle cunning’ of Herod (not of the 
Pharisees) ; in the contrary case, Jesus would have had no 
eround for characterizing him just as He did, and that too in 
the consciousness of His higher prophetic and regal dignity. 
But that Herod used even the enemies of Jesus for this pur- 
pose was not unwisely calculated, because he could rely upon 
them, since they also, on their part, must be glad to see Him 
removed out of their district, and because the cunning of the 
Pharisees for the execution of such like purposes was at all 
events better known to him than were the frequent exposures 
which they had experienced at the hands of Jesus. On the 
proverbial advwrné, comp. Pind. Pyth. ii. 141; Plat. Pol. ii. 
p. 365 C; and thereupon, Stallbaum; Plut. Sol. 30. Comp. 
adotekifew in Aristoph. Vesp. 1241; also civados, Dem. 281. 
22, 307. 23; Soph. 47. 103. 

Ver. 32. Id0v, éxBadrro .. . TeAeLoDpwar] Behold, I cast out 
demons, and I accomplish cures to-day and to-morrow, and on 
the third day I come to an end ; to wit, not in general with my 
work, with my course (Acts xx. 24), or the like, but, according 
to the context, with these castings out and cures. A definitely 
appropriate answer, frank and free, in opposition to timid 
cunning. To-day and to-morrow I allow myself not to be dis- 
turbed in my work here in the land of Herod, but prosecute 
it without hindrance till the day after to-morrow, when I 
come to a conclusion with it. Jesus, however, mentions 
precisely His miraculous working, not His teaching, because He 
knew that the former, but not the latter, had excited the 
apprehension of Herod. — TeAevodpat] (the present of the 
certain future, not the Attic future) might be the middle 
(Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 158); but in all the passages of the New 

1 As a type of cunning and knavery, the epithet fox is so generally frequent, 
and this figure is here so appropriate, that it appears quite groundless for 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 315, to suppose that by the fox is meant the 
destroyer of the vineyard (comp. Cant. ii. 15). References to the Song of Songs 


are not in general to be discerned anywhere in the New Testament, comp. on 
John iii. 29. 
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Testament, and, as a rule, among the Greek writers, TeNev- 
ovo Oat is passive. So also here; comp. Vulg. It.: conswmmor. 
Tedevovy means ad finem perducere, the passive TeAevodcbar 
ad finem pervenire. Hence: I come to a conclusion, I have 
done; with what? the context shows, see above. Against 
the explanation of the end of life, so that the meaning would 
amount to morior (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, and many others ; comp. also 
Neander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schege, Bisping, Linder in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 564), are decisive even the 
statements of the days which, in their definiteness,’ could 
not be taken (as even Kuinoel, Ewald, and others will have 
them) proverbially (onpepov x. avp.: per breve tempus, and TH 
tpitn: paulo post; comp. Hos. vi. 2), as also sropeverOar, 
ver. 33. Just as little reason is there for seeing prefigured in 
the three days, the three years of the official ministry of Jesus 
(Weizsiicker, p. 312). 

Ver. 33. Nevertheless (although I am not, through your 
advice, disconcerted in that three days’ ministry) the necessity 
still lies before me, to-day and to-morrow and the neat day, to 
obey your mopevou évTed0er, since it is not allowable that a 
prophet, etc. Jesus means to say, “Nevertheless it cannot 
at all be otherwise than that I should conjoin with this work, 
which is still to be done to-day and to-morrow and the next 
day, the departure from Galilee, since I shall not perish in 
Galilee, as Herod threatens, but in order to perish must pro- 
ceed to Jerusalem, which after all has the monopoly, that a ° 
prophet must not be slain out of it.” In the answer, which 
as looking approaching death in the face at once boldly 
contemns the threatening of the timid prince, are accordingly 
involved the three positions—(1) I have undertaken to labour 
three days more in Galilee, and in that undertaking I will not 
be disconcerted ; (2) nevertheless, I must in these three days 
contrive my departure from Galilee ;? and wherefore this? in 


1 B.g. the expression is different in Dem. De Cor. $195: pla nyipu xai dvo 
xai rpeis. See Dissen on the passage, p. 362. 

2 The inference is not here to be drawn (so Wieseler, Synopse, p. 321) that 
Jesus was still distant three days’ journey from the end of His expedition 
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order to escape the death with which Herod threatens me ? 
No; (3) I must do this because I must not in Galilee—not 
outside of Jerusalem, but just in that place of the murder of 
prophets—die ; and therefore must’ make for Jerusalem." — 
mopevecOat| depart, ver. 31. It is not in contradiction with 
ver. 22, for while travelling Jesus was accustomed to cast out 
demons, and to perform cures. If He wished to do the Jatter, 
He could at the same time do the former. Most of the com- 
mentators (even Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen) are grammatically 
and contextually wrong (see ver. 31) in the explanation: 
travel about undisturbed in my occupations. When others, 
following Syr., limit opevecOar merely to TH éyouévn, 
interpreting it either as to depart (Theophylact, Casaubon) 
or to die (Euthymius Zigabenus, Elsner), they supply (comp. 
also Neander) after avpsov a thought such as épydfeo@au or 
evepyjoat & eitov. This is indeed to make the impossible 
possible ! — ov« évdéyerar] it cannot be done, it is not possible 
(2 Mace. xi. 18, and see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. vi. p. 501 C), 
with ironically excited emotion makes the frequent and usual 
hyperbolically to appear as necessary (for all the prophets 
were not actually slain in Jerusalem, as is shown even in 
the instance of the Baptist) for the purpose of showing how 
empty the threatening of Herod appears to Jesus, since He 
must rather go to Jerusalem to die. The opinion (Grotius, 
Drusius, Knatchbull, Lightfoot, Wolf, and others) that He 


(Jerusalem, not Bethany, as Wieseler will have it, see ver. 22, and on ix. 51 ff.). 
The occupation of these three days is rather, according to ver. 32, principally 
the casting out of demons and healings; but the journey must have been bound 
up therewith, so that Jesus intends on the third day to reach the limit to 
which in xvii. 11 He has already come. 

1 Schleiermacher is wrong in assuming (Schr. d. Luk. p. 195) that Jesus 
means to say that He must still abide two days in the place, and then for two 
days more journey quietly, etc. In ver. 33 they are indeed the same days as 
in ver. 32. De Wette considers the saying as unimportant,—that it is pro- 
bably incorrectly reported ; and Holtzmann finds the section so obscure that on 
that account Matthew omitted it. According to Baur, Jesus marks out the 
wopevscbas, the progress on His journey never to be interrupted as His proper 
task, which would be in harmony with the Pauline character of the Gospel. 
With this conflicts the statement giving the reason dr: obx ivWiveras x.7.A. 
Bleek conjectures that cvu. x. «ip. xai was introduced from ver. 32 by a tran- 
scriber’s error at an early period. 


184 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE, 


refers to the right belonging exclusively to the Sanhedrim 
of judging prophets and condemning them to death (Sanhedr. - 
f. 2. 1, f. 89. 1, and elsewhere) is mistaken, since the matter 
here in question is of the actual daonéoGas, and since Jesus 
could not place Himself on a level with those who were con- 
demned as false prophets. Comp. Winer in Zimmerman’s 
Monatsschr. II. 3, p. 206. 

Vv. 34, 35. See on Matt. xxiii. 37 ff. The original place 
of this exclamation is in Matthew (in opposition to Olshausen, 
Wieseler, Holtzmann, and others), although the connection in 
which Luke gives it from his source of the journey is not to 
be called inappropriate (in opposition to Schleiermacher, de 
Wette, Bleek). The painful reminder and announcement 
appears on the part of Jesus natural enough after ver. 33, and 
in the face of the theocratic hypocrites, ver. 35 is a striking 
dismissal. — ryv éavtis voootay| her own nest, namely, with 
the chickens therein, her own brood. Comp. Plat. Pol. viii. 
p- 548 A; Herod. iii, 111, often in the LXX. As to the 
testimony of the passage before us to an already frequent 
ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem, see on Matt. xxi. 38 f, 
Remark. Comp. Weizsicker, p. 310. But Schenkel, in oppo- 
sition to all the evangelical notices, conjectures that during 
His supposed single sojourn in Judea (where He now is) He 
was oftener in Jerusalem. According to Keim (D. geschichtl. 
Chr. p. 34), Luke roust at least have understood all the Jews 
as the children of Jerusalem, which, however, according to 
the context (vv. 33, 35), is not correct. In Luke the 
apostrophe refers to the remote inhabitants of the central seat 
of the theocracy. — Ver. 35. Continued apostrophe to the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem. — rAéyw S€ dpyiv x.7.r.] cannot refer 
to the festal procession that was close at hand (Erasmus, Er. 
Schmid, Stein; Paulus, according to whom the meaning must 
be, “before the festival caravans I shall not come !”’), which 
would yield the most nugatory and inappropriate thought in 
a pompous form, as the conclusion of a solemn denunciation 

1 Comp. Wieseler, Synopse, p. 322, whom this erroneous reference drives to 


explain the passage in Matthew as a spurious addition. See on Matthew. Even 
Holtzmann sees here nothing but the dismissal ‘‘until the next Passover festival.” 
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of threatening. It refers to the Parousia (see already Theophy- 
_ Jact), and the train of thought is: “The divine protection departs 
from your city (apierau byiv o oik. bp., see on Matt. xxiii. 38), 
and in this abandonment I shall not appear to you as a helper, 
—ye shall not see me until I come to the establishment of 
my kingdom, and shall receive your (then no further to be 
withheld) homage as the Messiah.” The meaning is somewhat 
different from what it is in Matthew. Observe, namely—(1) 
that Luke has not the avdpre of Matthew (and, moreover, could 
not have it, since he has the saying before the festal entry) ; 
(2) that, therefore, in Luke the time of the od yu we ionre must 
be the duration of the previously declared abandonment; (3) 
that instead of Aéyo ydp (Matt.) Luke places Aéyw dé, which 
dé is not to be taken as explanatory, in the sense of yap 
(because it is not followed by azdprs as in Matthew), but as 
in continuation, autem, as an advance towards a new point 
in the announcement: “Ye shall be abandoned, but how long? 
abandoned even till my Parousia.” Comp. the expression 
EntnoeTé pe K. ovX evpyoeTe in John vii. 34: the restoration 
of Israel, so that by éws «.7.4. would be meant the conversion 
of the people (Hofmann, Schriftb. II. 2, p. 90 ff.), is neither 
here nor elsewhere taught in the New Testament. — &ws 7£eu 
(see the critical remarks) 67e elznre] till it (the point of 
time) shall be, when ye shall have said. The subjunctive after 
éte without dv: “si res non ad cogitationem refertur et 
eventus tantummodo spectatur,’ Klotz, ad Devar. p. 688. 
See on this specially Homeric use, even Thiersch in the Act. 
Monac. I. p. 13 ff.; Bernhardy, p. 397 f, 400. In this place 
to consider the subjunctive as occasioned by éws (Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 199 [E. T. 231 f.]) is arbitrary, 
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Cia Palit as. V. 


Ver. 3. ¢/] is wanting in B D LX, min. Pers. Copt. SyrJe Cant. 
Brix. Condemned by Griesb. and Schulz, deleted by Tisch. 
It is from Matt. xii. 10.— dsparetevw] B D L 8, min. have 
depuretous, to which these authorities and vss. add 7 ot. This 
deparedou: 7 ov Is, with Lachm. (who, however, brackets 7 ot) and 
Tisch., to be adopted. The Recepta is from Matt. xii. 10.— 
Ver. 5. Instead of aves in Elz., vids is to be read, on preponderat- 
ing evidence. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Matth. 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.; comp. also Rinck. The heterogeneous 
collocation vise 7 Bots excited objection, so that vics was displaced 
in some authorities by vos (following xiii. 15), in others by 
zpoParoy (D, Cant., following Matt. xii. 11).— Ver. 10. Elz. has 
dvireoov, Which on decisive evidence is to be rejected. The most 
important MSs. are divided between dydrece (Matth. Scholz, 
Rinck, Lachm. Tisch.) and dvdésreoos (Griesb. Schulz, Fritzsche, 
ad Marc. p. 640). Although the attestation of dvémece (A B* E 
H KS U VIs, min.) is still stronger than that of dévérecus, yet 
the latter is to be preferred. The less familiar form gave place 
to one that was better known. To regard dvérzou as a clerical 
error (so Tisch. and Winer, p. 69 [E. T. 87]) is the more pre- 
carious, as the same clerical error must be assumed also at 
xvii. 7.— Ver. 16. wéya] B** D A, min. Clem. have jéyay, 
So Lachm. Rightly; wiye is an amendment [Tisch. 8 has 
péya|.— Ver. 18. The order wévres rapasr. is, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., to be preferred on decisive evidence. — Ver. 21. After 
dovaog Elz. has éxeivos, which is condemned by Griesb., and on 
decisive evidence struck out by Lachm. and .Tisch. An 
exegetical addition. — ywrovg x. rvpovg] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
ruparods x. xwrovs. Rightly; the evidence in favour thereof 
preponderates ; the omission of xa! ywa. (A, min. SyrJ*) occa- 
sioned the restoration in the order given at ver. 13.— Ver. 27. 
civ oraup. éavrov is found in A B L** M a, min. Lachm. Tisch. 
The Recepta +. or. airot is from Matt. x. 38.— Ver. 28. Elz. has 
r& xpis axupr., in opposition to decisive evidence. With Griesb. 
Scholz, Tisch. merely «/s dzapr. is to be read, in accordance 
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with B DLR, min. +a was added as a completion (A EG H 
KMS UraAak8,min. Lachm. have ca és), and ei was 
explained by zpéz. Comp. ver. 32.— Ver. 31. The arrangement 
érépw Baoir. oyw8. (Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested, as well 
as also travrjous— Ver. 34. Instead of xaAcv read, with Tisch., 
following BL X 8, min. vss., xwAdv od» Being apparently in- 
appropriate, ov dropped out the more easily after the syllable 
ON. — éav 6¢] B D L X 8, min. vss. Fathers have éay 6: xa/ So 
rightly, Lachm. and Tisch. x« was passed over in accordance 
with Matt. v. 13; Mark ix. 50. 


Vv. 1-6 peculiar to Luke from his source of the narrative 
of the journey. —’Ev To édOeiv «.7.r.] when He came, to wit, 
in the progress of the journey, xiii. 33. — Tdv dpyovTor T. 
Papicaiwy] not: of the members of the Sanhedrim belonging to 
the Pharisees (Grotius, Kuinoel, and many others), such as 
Nicodemus therefore, John iii. 1 ; for the incident is in Galilee 
(not Jerusalem, as Grotius; not Judea, as Schenkel will have 
it), and, literally, it means nothing more than: of the Pharisee 
leaders, i.e. of the chiefs of the Pharisees. It is not to be 
defined more precisely ; but men such as Hillel, Schammai, 
Gamaliel, and others belong to this category. — caBBaro] 
the holiness of which (the preparation occurred previously) 
was not opposed to it, nay, “lautiores erant isto die illis 
mensae ... idque ipsis judicantibus ex pietate et religione,” 
Lightfoot. Comp. Neh. viii. 10; Tob. ii. 1; also John xii. 2; 
Wetstein in loc. ; Spencer, de leg. rit. p. 87 ff. — gayety dpror] 
comp. Matt. xv. 2. Jesus was invited, ver. 12. — Kat adror] 
This is the common use of kad after éyévero ; avtoi, they on 
their part, the Pharisees. — wapatnpovp.] generally, whether 
He would give them occasion for charge or complaint. Other- 
wise, vi. 7. — Ver. 2. And behold a dropsical man was there 
in His presence. This denotes the unexpected sight of the 
presence (not as a guest, see ver. 4) of the sick man, who 7p 
ioTdmevos, Kal pn Tormav pev Enthcat Oepatreiavy dia TO 
caBBartov kai tors Papicaiovs’ haivouevos dé povor, iva idav 
oiktepnon TodTov ad’ éavTod Kal amaddAdE—n Tod dpwrros, 
Euthymius Zigabenus. The view of many (see also Wetstein, 
Kuinoel, Glockler, Lange), that the sick man was intentionally 
brought in by the Pharisees, is the more arbitrary, as ver. 2 is 
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not linked on by ydp. Moreover, the cure occurred before 
the dinner, ver. 7. — Ver. 3. azroxp.0,] at this appearance of 
the sick man. — Ver. 4. émtAaBopevos| a taking hold which 
brought about the miraculous cure, stronger than dypdpevos.! 
Otherwise Mark viii. 23. The accusative avrov is not 
dependent on emir. See Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 140 
[E. T. 160].— Ver. 5. Comp. on Matt. xii, 11. The con- 
struction is such that the nominative of tivos tudr is the 
subject in the second half of the sentence. Comp. generally, 
Bernhardy, p. 468; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 72 B. — 
In respect of the reading vios (see the critical remarks; Mill, 
Bornemann, and Lachmann, Prae/. IL. p. vii, unjustifiably 
conjecture dis), which is not inappropriate (de Wette), the 
conclusion of Jesus is not drawn, as xii. 15f., a minori ad 
majus, but from the ethical principle that the helpful com- 
passion which we show in reference to that which is owr own 
(be it son or beast) on the Sabbath, we are also bound to show 
to others (love thy neighbour as thyself). 

Vv. 7-11. On the special propriety of this table conversa- 
tion (in opposition to Gfrorer, Heil. Sage, I. p. 265, de Wette, 
Schenkel, Eichthal), comp. on xi. 38f. Here, again, the 
circumstance especially which had just occurred with the 
dropsical man had prepared a point of view widely different 
from that of customary politeness. — mapaS8ornv] “ sumtam 
a moribus externis, spectantem interna,” Bengel. The moral 
significance of this figurative apophthegm (vw) may be seen 
at ver. 11. — érréywv] attendens, comp. on Acts iii. 5, and see 
Valckenaer. — mpwtoxdic.| See on Matt. xxiii. 6 ; Lightfoot, 
p. 836. — Ver. 8. es ydpous] not generally: to an entertain- 
ment, but: to a wedding, in respect of which, however, a special 
purpose is not to be assumed (Bengel thinks that “ civilitatis 
causa” Jesus did not name a feast in general) ; but the typical 
representation of the future establishment of the kingdom as 

1 Paulus after his fashion makes use of the word for the naturalizing of the 
miracle: ‘‘ Probably Jesus took him aside, and looked after the operation of 
the means previously employed.” 

2 This reading, moreover, sets aside the opinion of Schleiermacher, p. 196, 


that in respect of the quotation of this expression there is no reference back to 
xiii, 10. 
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a wedding celebration obviously suggested the expression 
(Matt. xxii.).— Ver. 9. 0 cé «. adrov kadécas] not: who 
invited thysclf also (Bornemann), which would lay upon cé an 
unfounded emphasis, so much as: qui ¢e e¢ dlwm vocavit 
(Vulgate), the impartial host who must be just to both. — 
pet cor] future, not dependent on prjore (comp. on Matt. 
vy. 25), but an independent clause begins with «al éX@ov. — 
kat tote ap&n] the shame of the initial movement of taking 
possession of the last place in which he now must acquiesce," 
after his previously assumed mpwtoxdcla is here made pro- 
minent.— Ver. 10. dvdmecas} 1 aor, imperative middle, 
which tense occurs also in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 4 (Stexzré- 
cacOat); Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 641, takes it as future, formed 
after the analogy of ddyecas and miecas (xvii. 8). But these 
forms come from the future forms ¢dyouar and miouas, and 
hence are not analogous to the one before us. — va] corre- 
sponds to the pzote, ver. 8, and denotes the purpose of the 
avatecat eis Tt. éox. Torov. The result is then specified by 
ToTe éoTat.— mpocavadBnh] The host occupies the position 
where the higher place is (apos=hither). Comp. moreover, 
Prov. xxv. 7.— Ver. 11. Comp. Matt. xxiii. 12. A general 
law of retribution, but with an intentional application to the 
Messianic retribution. Comp. Hrubin, f. xiii. 2: “ Qui semet 
ipsum deprimit; eum S. B. exaltat; et qui se ipsum exaltat, 
eum S. B. deprimit.” 

Vy. 12-14. Doubtless the collocation of the company at 
table suggested these words, which likewise are meant not 
probably as an actual table arrangement, but parabolically, as 
a foil to the customary teaching, that instead of arranging the 
manifestations of human friendliness with a view to receiving 
a return, we should make such manifestations just to those 
who cannot repay them again; then shall we receive requital 
in the kingdom of the Messiah. At the root of this lies the 
idea that the temporal requital striven after excludes the 
Messianic compensation, the idea of the dwéyew tov pioGov 
(Matt. vi. 2, v. 16). There is no allusion in this place to the 


1 For the intervening places are already rightly arranged, and not to be 
changed. ‘‘ Qui semel cedere jubetur, longe removetur,” Bengel. 
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calling of the heathen (Schenkel). — px] not: non tam or non 
tantum (Kuinoel, and many others), which here would be even 
logically wrong on account of uyrote K. a’Tol ce avTiK. Jesus 
gives, indeed, only a figurative discourse. — ¢aver] purposely 
chosen ; the manifest, obvious element of the xandeiv (ver. 13) 
is denoted. — wAovalovs] belongs only to yeltovas (in opposi- 
tion to Grotius).— pote x.7.r.| “ Hic metus mundo ignotus 
est, ut metus divitiarum,’ Bengel. — avtixadécwor] Comp. 
Xen. Symp. i.15: odte pv ws avtiKAnOnoopevos, Karel pé 
TUS, €TEL TaVTES Laoag, OTL apxV ovdE VomiteTaL Es THY EmaV 
oixiay Oeimvov eiopéperOar.— In respect of Kai avtot the 
general idea of the invitation has presented itself.— Ver. 13. 
avarnpous] maimed; Plat. Crit. p. 53 A: xwdol cal tuddol 
kal ado avdmnpot.— Ver. 14. avtatodo@jcetac] Thucyd. 
ili. 40; Plat. Phaedr. p. 236 C; Rom. xi. 35; 1 Thess. iii. 9; 
placed first for emphasis.— év 1H avactdce: Tov diKaior] 
This is the avdotacis fwAs, see on John v. 28. The Jewish 
doctrine of a double resurrection is confirmed not only by Paul 
(1 Cor. xv. 22 f.; 1 Thess. iv. 16 ; comp. Acts xxiv. 15), but 
also in this place by Christ (comp. also Matt. xxiv. 31). 
Comp. xx. 34-36. Otherwise tv Sicaiwy would be a super- 
fluous and unmeaning addition.’ Moreover, it could not be 
taken by the pharisaic hearers in any other sense than in the 
particularistic one, but not in such a manner as that Jesus, 
because He had the d:xavovs directly in view, only mentioned 
the resurrection of these, without thereby excluding that of the 
remaining people as contemporary (in opposition to Kaeufer, 
De Swhs aiwy. not. p. 52). The doctrine of the millennial 
kingdom between the first and second resurrection adopted 
in the Apocalypse (Bertholdt, Christol. § 38) is not, however, 
confirmed, nor are the Rabbinical traditions, partly varying 
very much among themselves on the several stages of the resur- 
rection (Hisenmenger, Hntdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 901 ff.); further, 
the assumption is not confirmed, according to which the 
Israelites in themselves were understood as the dscavovs who 


1 It would be so also if it did not presuppose any dvderacig rav adixwy at all. 
This is against Georgii in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 14f., who finds in the 
Synoptic Gospels only a resurrection of the pious. 


CHAP. XIV. 15—17. 191 


should first arise (Bertholdt, § 35; Eisenmenger, IT. p. 902), or 
at least the righteous among the Israelites (Kisenmenger, /.c.). 
Jesus means the righteous in the moral sense, as the context 
shows (see vv. 13 f., 16 ff.), without limitation of race. The 
specific definition of the idea of those first to be awakened 
as of Tov Xpiotov (1 Cor. xv. 23; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16) lay 
of necessity in the development of the Christian consciousness 
of the dcavocvvn only to be attained in Christ. 

Ver. 15. To the idea of the advactacis tav SiKaiwy is very 
naturally linked in the case of this fellow-guest the thought 
of the future eating (fdyeras, future) with the patriarchs of 
the nation (Matt. viii. 11; Luke xiii. 28 f.; Bertholdt, 
Christol. § 39) in the (millennial) Messianic kingdom about 
to be set up. This transporting prospect, in which his mis- 
taken security is manifested, compels his exclamation. 

Vv. 16, 17. Jesus answers with a parable which comes 
from the source of the account of the journey (not iden- 
tical, but similar is Matt. xxii. 1 ff, see im Jloc.), in which 
He keeps to the idea of a banquet, and thereby depicts the 
Messianic blessedness, but without reserve cuts off the 
prospect of that guest in reference to it and its like by 
teaching figuratively that they, the representatives of the 
theocracy, would deprive themselves of the Messianic salva- 
tion (ver. 24), because for the sake of their earthly objects of 
ambition they despised the repeated invitation to the Messianic 
kingdom (vv. 17-20). On the other hand, the poor and the 
unfortunate of the people (ver. 21), and even the heathen 
(ver. 23), are called, and being obedient to the call are 
adopted into the kingdom. “Progreditur vocatio ad remotiores, 
vi semper majore pensans moram,” Bengel. — péyay (see the 
critical remarks): the masculine form Se@zvos is rare (Aesop. 
Fragm. 129) and late. See Bast, Hp. Cr. App. p. 22, 61.— 
€xadeae] refers in the interpretation to the call by the prophets. 
— Ver. 17. rov S0idov adtod] Kaz’ é€oyyv. Grotius well says 
vocatorem, to be interpreted of the Messiah at whose advent 
Hyyexe H Bactrela Tov ovpavev, Matt. iv. 17. — On the custom 
even now in use in the East of a repetition of the invitation 
when all is prepared, see Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. V. p. 192 f. 
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Vv. 18-20. "Hp£avro] brings into prominence the begin- 
ning as a striking contrast to what has gone before. Comp. 
Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 541. — azo pas] “ Utut enim diversas 
causas adferant, in eo tamen conveniunt, quod sua praetexant 
negotia,” Calovius. On the adverbial use of dé pds, comp. 
amo ths tons (Thue. i. 15. 3), am evOeias (Plut. Symp. i. 4. 8), 
€& opOfjs (Polyb. xv. 27), dua wdons (Thucyd. i. 14. 3), and 
many others. It may be explained on the principle that the 
prepositions which originally express concrete local relations, 
come in time to denote the more abstract relations of mode; 
see especially, Lobeck, Paralip. p. 363.— mapacteic@ar] to 
deprecate ; praying to excuse, 2 Macc. 1. 31; Acts xxv. 11, 
and elsewhere; and see Wetstein and Held, ad Plut. Timo- 
leon, p. £96.— Kal yw avdyenv «.7.r.] not as though he 
had bought the estate without seeing it (Wetstein, de Wette, 
and others), which is unnatural, even if a recommendation of 
it on the part of others, and the like, is supposed; but because 
even after a completed purchase there is the natural necessity 
to make a proper inspection of one’s new possession in order 
to become acquainted with it, to make further arrangements, 
and the like. The excuses are therefore not in themselves 
absurd, which, according to Lange, Z. J. II. 1, p. 376, must be 
the intention in order to represent the vehement confusedness, 
—éye pe tapyt.| have me as one who is begged off; not a 
Latinism (Kuinoel, Bleek, and many older commentators), 
nor to be interpreted: regard me as one, etc. (Kypke), but 
éyew Tuva, With an added accusative of a substantive, 
participle, or adjective, expresses the relation of possession 
according to a special quality. Comp. Xen. Cyrop. ili. 1. 35: 
ov OappodvTa pe é£eus; Ages. vi. 5: Tods ye pny Todemlous 
elye Wéyew pev ov Suvapévous, k.7.r.; 2 Mace. xv. 36; 3 Mace. 
ix. 21. See also on Matt. xiv. 5. Hence: Place thyself in 
such wise to me that I am an excused person ; let me be to thee 
an excused person, te. according to the meaning: accept my 
apology. — Ver. 19. wopevoua:] Already in idea he is just 
going forth. — Ver. 20. “Hic excusator, quo speciosiorem et 
honestiorem videtur habere causam, eo est ceteris importunior,” 
Bengel. On the excuse itself, comp. Deut. xxiv. 5; Hom, Zi. 
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ii. 231; Herod. i. 36, where Croesus declines for his son the 
Mysian proposal for a hunting expedition: vedyauos te yap 
éate Kal tadTad of viv péder. 1 Cor. vii. 33 is to the point. 
Vv. 21-24. Eis tas mdarteias x. ptpas] into the (broad) 
streets and (narrow) lanes. Comp. Isa. xv. 3. On piyn = 
otevwTros, see Phrynichus, p. 404, and thereon Lobeck. — 
Ver. 22. Here the narrative is supposed to be silent, leaving 
it to be understood that the servant went away again, 
and after fulfilment of the commission returned. But with 
what reason is this supposed in the narrative, otherwise so 
circumstantial? No; the servant, when repulsed by those 
who had been invited, did of his own accord what the master 
here directs him, so that he can say at once to this behest : if 
is done, etc. This point in the interpretation is, moreover, 
strikingly appropriate to Jesus, who, by the preaching of 
the gospel to the poor and miserable among the people, 
had already before His return to God fulfilled this divine 
counsel, in regard to which He did not need further instruc- 
tion. — Ver. 23. Z’is commission to the servant is fulfilled 
by Him through the apostles, comp. Eph. ii. 17. — dpay- 
pous| not: places fenced in, which the word does not mean, 
but: go forth into the ways (highways and other roads 
outside the town) and hedges (beside which wanderers, 
beggars, houseless folk have camped). In the interpretation : 
ai katoiKias Tov é€Ovoy, Euthymius Zigabenus. — avdyxacor] 
as Matt. xiv. 22. The time presses! A strikingly picturesque 
touch, which, moreover, found its corresponding history in the 
urgent holy zeal of the apostles (especially of Paul) for 
winning the heathen to the faith; but its pernicious abuse, in 
the case of Augustine and many others, in their approval of 
the coercion of heretics (see, on the other hand, Grotius and 
Calovius). Maldonatus well says: “adeo rogandos, adeo 
incitandos, ut quodammodo compelli videantur.” — yeuicO9] 
“Nec natura nec gratia patitur vacuum. Multitudo beatorum: 
extremis mundi temporibus maximam plenitudinis suae 
partem nanciscens,” Bengel.— Ver. 24. Not an assertion of 
Jesus (Kuinoel, Paulus, and others), but of the master of the 
house, which is certain from pov tod detmvov (none shall taste 
LUKE IL, N 
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of my supper), since Jesus in the parable appears as the 
servant. — yap] for the empty place is not to be occupied by 
you. — vpiv| spoken to the servant, and to those who were 
supposed to be elsewhere than there present. Euthymius 
Zigabenus, moreover, says aptly: dua TtodTov otv Tov Aoyov 7 
OAn TapaBory cvveTéOn. Comp. ver. 15, to the substance of 
which this conclusion reverts. Those who are excluded are 
thus those Jews who have despised the call of Christ, but 
who, as the representatives and chiefs of God’s people, were 
first of all by the gospel invited and laid under obligation 
to follow the invitation to the kingdom (xexAnpévoe and 
mapaitovpevot, ver. 17 ff.); not the Jews in general, as Baur 
supposes, in accordance with his assumption of a Gentile- 
Christian tendency. : 

Vv. 25, 26. After the meal was over, Jesus goes forward on 
His journey towards Jerusalem, and draws with Him much 
people, as they thronged everywhere in Galilee upon the 
marvellous teacher (xii. 1, ix. 11, and elsewhere). But the 
nearer He is to His own painful self-surrender, the more 
decidedly and ideally His claims emerge. To the dependent 
and undecided people going with Him He addresses Himself 
with the claim of the perfect, most self-denying surrender 
required of His disciples. Comp. Matt. x. 37, where the 
same claim, although less ideal in form, is made, and is 
addressed exclusively to the apostles. With the Christian 
communions (Weizsiicker) these instructions have even in 
Luke nothing to do.— et tus Epyetas mpds pe] namely, with 
a view to hearken to me as a confessor and follower. — wicet] 
not minus amat, or the like (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many 
others); see, on the other hand, on Matt. vi. 24. Father, 
niother, etc., as even also the special desire for the preserva- 
tion of one’s own life (comp. Matt. x. 39), are assumed as 
being in opposition to fellowship with Christ (comp. xii. 53), 
so that, according to Matt. vi. 24, comp. Luke xvi. 3, in 
respect of the love of the one Lord the hatred of others must 
find plave.\— étu 5é Kat] besides, also, moreover ; the extreme 
case of all is yet added. “Saepe qui inferiorem sancti odii 

1Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 327 f. 
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gradum visus erat assequi, in altiore deficit,” Bengel. — wa€nr7s 
sivat| ver. 27, elvas waOnt7s. The emphasis in both cases 
rests on padynrys, but in ver. 27 more strongly. 

Ver. 27. Comp. Matt. x. 38, xvi 24; Mark viii. 34, x. 21; 
Luke ix. 23. He who does not as the bearer of his own cross 
follow me, etc. 

Vy. 28-33. Peculiar to Luke from the source that he has 
followed since ix. 51.— yap] Reason for the od dtvatac... 
padnrys. Since he, namely, is as little able to fulfil this 
great and heavy task’ as any one is able to build a tower if 
he has not the necessary means, etc.: thus the latter serves 
for corroboration of the former. Comp. ver. 33.— @ér\ar] 
of he will. The article (who will) is unnecessary, and too 
weakly attested (in opposition to Bornemann).— cadicas 
wnpifer| “ut intelligas diligentem atque exactam supputa- 
tionem,” Erasmus. — ei éyeu] sc. thv Samavnv. — atapticpos, 
completion, only to be found in Dion. Hal. De compos. verb. 24. 
On the use of amaprifew in Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 447. — Ver. 30. odtos] with scornful emphasis: this man, 
Jorsooth !— Ver. 31. cupBareiv] intransitive: to encounter, 
confligere, 1 Mace. iv. 34; 2 Mace. viii. 23, xiv. 17. See 
Wetstein and Kypke. — eis 7oAeuov] belongs to cupBanreiv : 
Jor a battle. Thus frequently cupBadrrev tie eis wayny (see 
Kypke) ; eés in the sense of the purpose. Comp. mpds payny, 
Polyb. x. 37. 4, also Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 20: ets povopayiav 
mpos twa; Strabo, xiv. p. 676.— Bovrcverar] deliberates with 
his generals and counsellors. Comp. Acts v. 33, xv. 37.— 
év Séxa xr.) év, in the midst of, surrounded by, amongst. 
Comp. Jude 14. — Ver. 32. ef 8& prjye] sc. Suvaros etn. See 
on Matt. vi. 1, and Dindorf, ad Dem. Praef. p. v. £.— Ta mpos 
eipyunv] quae ad pacem componendam spectant, arrangements 
for peace. Comp. Zest. XII. Patr. p. 599. Contrast: ta mpos 
Tov ToAewov, Xen. Anabd. iv. 3.10, On the whole sentence, 


' More precise interpretations of the figures are not justified. Especially the 
second ought not to have been expounded, as it has often been, of the struggle 
against the devil (Augustine: ‘‘ simplicitatem Christiani dimicaturi cum dupli- 
citate diaboli”’), to which, indeed, the peacemaking of ver. 32 would be wholly 
inappropriate. 
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comp. Xen. Alem. iii. 6. 8. — Ver. 535. The application, and 
consequently the doctrine, of both examples as a commentary 
on the yap of ver. 28. —— dou tots éEavtod bmapy.| the general 
statement to which the special instances, ver. 26, belong. 
éavtov has the emphasis of the se/f-denial. Comp. ver. 27. 
Vv. 34, 35. Comp. on Matt. v.13; Mark ix. 50. Jesus 
uttered the saying about salt more than once, and with 
differences in the details. Here He commits to His hearers 
by 0 éywv Ota axovew, dxovétw, the charge of themselves 
giving the interpretation according to what has gone before. 
But this interpretation depends on the fact that To das must 
represent the preceding mov eivat pabntys. Comp. Matt. Le. 
Hence: Jt is therefore (ody, see the critical remarks) something 
glorious—to wit, in respect of this all-renouncing decision 
which is appropriate to it—to be my disciple, and as such to 
effect the maintenance of the power of spiritual life among men, 
as sult is the means of maintaining the freshness of life in the 
region of nature. But if ever my disciple (through turning 
back to selfish interests) loses this his peculiarity, this spiritual 
salting power, by what means can he again attain it? Such a 
padnrns is then absolutely useless, and he is excluded (at the 
judgement) from the Messiah's kingdom. — éav S€ Kat] (see the 
critical remarks): df, however, even the salt, etc., which is 
no longer to be expected from this substance according to its 
nature. — oUTe els yhv «.7.r.] it is filted neither for land nor 
jor manure (to improve neither the former nor the latter). 
In respect of the salt that has become insipid, no other use 
would be conceivable than to be employed as manure, but 
neither immediately nor mediately is it of use for that; it is 
perfectly useless! Guard against such interpretations as that 
of Euthymius Zigabenus: yhv pév Ayes Tos pabnras . 
Kotpiav S€ Tovs SidacKddovs !— €Ew] with strong emphasis 
placed first—out it is cast ! 
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CHAPTER XV. 


VER. 2. of dapio.| With Lachm. and Tisch. read of +. bapic., in 
accordance with B DLs. The rz is certainly not an addition 
of the transcribers. — Ver. 9. Instead of cvyxaAcira: Tisch. has 
ovyza?.e?, on important yet not preponderating evidence [Tisch. 8 
has ovvzaas?]. It is from ver. 6, where ovyxadc? is decisively 
attested. — Ver. 14. ioyupéc] A BD LRE®8, min. have soyupa. 
Recommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
Those MSs. preponderate, and the masculine is an amendment, 
in accordance with customary usage, and according to iv. 25. 
Comp. on Acts xi. 28.— Ver. 16. yewicus ry xorrdiav airod ar | 
BDLRES, min. vss. have xyopracdjva: gx. An interpretation. 
— Ver. 17. sépiccstovow] A B P and a few min. Tit. have epio- 
seiovras. Rightly; the active was introduced, in accordance 
with the wonted usage. — The adz added by Griesb. is not found, 
indeed, in important authorities, and it stands in B Ls, Lachm. 
after yuo, but it has plainly been absorbed by éy# 6; hence 
also the placing of it before xs.@, in accordance with D R U, 
min. vss. Chrys., is, with Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., to be preferred 
[Tisch. 8 has ayug ade ].— Ver. 19. Before odxér: Elz. has xa/, but 
in opposition to decisive evidence. Moreover, at ver. 21 this 
zai is to be deleted, on preponderating evidence. — Ver. 22. 
Lachm. and Tisch. [not Tisch. 8] have rayé before eEetyxar:, 
in accordance with B LX x8, vss., also Vulg. It. Jer. D also 
adds weight to the evidence with rayéws. sruyd is to be 
regarded as genuine. Copyists would have added a more 
familiar word as <iééws, or at least as, with D, rayéws (xiv. 21). 
rayv does not occur at all elsewhere in Luke; still the omis- 
sion is not to be explained by this fact, but simply as an old 
clerical error. — rjv oroAqv] rqv has decisive MSS. against it, and 
is, according to Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted as an addition. 
— Ver. 23. évéyxavres] BL RXR, Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. have 
gipere. So Tisch. The participle is an attempt to improve the 
style. D also testifies in favour of the imperative by éyzars 
(ver. 22).— Ver. 24. xa) dor.] xaf is rightly condemned by 
Griesb., on decisive evidence, and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
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‘The second 7», however, has against it, in D Q, min., evidence 
too feeble for it to be deleted. Yet, according to A B L»*, it 
must be placed before aror. (Lachm. Tisch.). The position after 
avon. is a harmonizing of it with vexp. 7v.— Ver. 32. Instead of 
dave @noev, read with Tisch., following B L R AX, min., yee. The 
former is from ver. 24. — In the same manner is to be explained 
the omission of zaé before dor. in Tisch. (following D XX). 
But jy is here to be deleted, on decisive Mss. (Lachm. Tisch. ; 
condemned also by Griesb.). 

Vv. 1, 2. Introduction to a new, important, and for the most 
part parabolic set of discourses (down to xvii. 10), which 
were uttered after the incidents previously narrated on the 
continuance of the journey (xiv. 25), and are set forth by 
Luke in accordance with his source of the story of the journey. 
After that exacting discourse, to wit, xiv. 25-35, many of 
the publicans and sinners at once attached themselves to 
Jesus (which psychologically was intelligible enough) ; and He 
was so far from rejecting them, that He even fraternized with 
them at table. This arouses the murmuring of the Pharisees, 
and thereupon He takes the opportunity of directing the dis- 
course as far as xv. 32 to these (ver. 3), and then of address- 
ing xvi. 1-13 to His followers ; whereupon He again being 
specially induced (xvi. 14) discourses anew against the 
Pharisees (xvi. 15-31), and finally closes the scene with 
instructions to His disciples. — jaoav éyyf.| They were actually 
engaged in, busied with, drawing near to Him. The usual 
view: solebant accedere, is arbitrary, because in that way the 
connection with what precedes is needlessly abandoned. — 
mavtes| a hyperbole of simple narrative. The throng of 
such people became greater and greater. Comp. v. 29 f.— 
Kat of dpapt.| as Matt. ix. 10.— dveyoyyvfov] Sia “ certandi 
significationem addit,’ Hermann, ad Viger. p. 856. Hence 
always of several, whose alternate murmuring is meant, xix. 7 ; 

Ecclus. xxxiv. 24; Ex. xvi. 2, 8, xvii. 3, and elsewhere; 

Heliodor. vii. 27. — rpoadéyerar] receives them, does not reject 

them. It is quite general, and only with «. cvverOler avtois 

does any special meaning come in. 
Vv. 4-7. Comp. on Matt. xviii. 12-14. But in Luke 
there is still the primitive freshness in the pictorial repre- 
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sentation, nevertheless the reference and the application are 


different. — ém/] after, with the purpose of fetching it. See 
Bernhardy, p. 252. — Ver. 5. émi tT. dpous éavtod] on his own 


shoulders ; éavrod strengthens the description of the joyous 
solicitude which relieves the beloved creature from further 
running alone.— ¢/dous] kinsmen, as at vii. 6.— Ver. 9. 
éotat| The future refers to every circumstance of the kind 
that occurs. — % éi «.7.r.] As to 4% without a preceding com- 
parative, see on Matt. xviu. 8, and Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 509 
[E. T. 360]. By the ninety and nine righteous Jesus means 
the legally righteous, whom He characterizes by oftives (quippe 
qui) od xpelav éy. petav. from the Jegal standpoint, not from 
that of the inner character. They need not repentance, so far 
as they have not swerved from the standard prescribed by 
the law, while in a purely moral relation their condition 
may be altogether different, and as a rule was altogether 
different (as in the case of the Pharisees). Hence, moreover, 
is explained the greater joy over a single sinner that repents. 
The eldest son in the parable of the prodigal son is distinc- 
tively and aptly described as such a righteous man, so that, 
in accordance with the context, an actually virtuous man (as 
usually) cannot be conceived of, for in that case the greater 
joy would have to be regarded as only an anthropopathic detail 
(“ quia insperata aut prope desperata magis nos afficiunt,” 
Grotius). 

Vv. 8-10. The same teaching by means of a similar 
parable, which, however, is not found also in Matthew, yet 
without express repetition of the comparative joy. — ovyka- 
Aettar| convocat sibi, describing the action more precisely than 
ouykane, ver. 6. Comp. ix. 1, xxiii. 13; Acts x. 24, 
Xxviil. 17.— é€vor. 7. dyyéXwv t. Ocod| a special expression 
of what is meant by év 7@ odpave, ver. 7. The joy of God 
is rendered perceptible, as He, surrounded by the angels, allows 
it to be recognised in the presence of them. Comp. xii. 8. 

Ver. 11. Jesus Himself has very definitely declared the 
doctrinal contents of the two foregoing parables, vv. 7, 10. 
In order now by more special detail and by all the liveliness 
of contrast to make palpable this doctrine, and especially the 
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growth and course of sin, the growth and course of repentance, 
the joy of God thereupon, and the demeanour of the legally 
righteous towards this joy, He adds a third parable, as distin- 
guished and complete in its psychological delicacy and its 
picturesque truth in depicting human circumstances and 
affections as in its clear and profound insight into the 
divine disposition,—the pearl among the doctrinal utterances 
of Jesus, which are preserved to us by Luke alone, and among 
all parables the most beautiful and most comprehensive. The 
parable has nothing to do with Matt. xxi. 28-30 (in opposi- 
tion to Holtzmann, p. 155), nor is it a new form of the parable 
of the lost sheep (Kichthal). By the youngest son Jesus 
denotes generally the sinner who repents, by the eldest son 
generally the legally righteous ; not specially by the former 
the publicans, and by the latter the Pharisees (so also Wittichen, 
Idee Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 35 ff.) ; the application, however, 
of the characteristic features in question to both of these could 
not be mistaken any more than the application of the doctrine 
declared in ver. 7. The interpretation of the two sons—of 
the eldest by the Jews, of the youngest by the Gentiles, in 
accordance with the relation of both to Christianity (already 
Augustine, Quaest. Lv. 1. 33 ; Bede, and others; recently carried 
out in great detail, especially by Zeller in the Theol. Jahrb. 
1843, p. 81 f.; Baur, ibid. 1845, p. 522 f.; Baur, d. kanon. 
Evang. p. 510 f.; comp. Schweegler, Machapost. Zcitalter, 11. 
p. 47 f.; Ritschl, Zvang. Marcions, p. 282 f.; Volkmar, Evang. 
Marcions, p. 66 f., 248; Hilgenfeld, Zvang. p. 198 ; Schenkel, 
p- 195)—confuses the applicability of the parable with its 
occasion and purpose, and was in the highest deeree welcome 
to the view which attributed to the gospel a _tendential 
reference to later concrete conditions; but, in accordance 
with the occasion of the whole discourse as stated at vv. 1, 2, 
and in accordance with the doctrine of the same declared at 
vv. 7, 10, it is wholly mistaken, comp. Kostlin, p. 225 ff. It 
did not at all enter into the purpose of the compilation to refer, 
to such a secondary interpretation (in opposition to Weizsiicker). 
Moreover, the more this parable is a triumph of the purely 
ethical aspect of the teaching of Jesus, and the more important 
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it is on the side of practical Christianity, so much the more 
have we to guard against attaching undue significance to 
special points which constitute the drapery of the parable, 
and to details which are merely artistic (Fathers, and espe- 
cially Catholic expositors down to the time of Schege and 
Bisping, partially also Olshausen). Thus, for example, Augus- 
tine understood by the squandered means, the image of God ; 
by the Aros, the indigentia verbi veritatis; by the citizen of 
the far country, the devil ; by the swine, the demons; by the 
husks, the doctrinas saeculares, etc. So, in substance, Ambrose, 
Jerome, and others. Diverging in certain particulars, Theo- 
phylact and Euthymius Zigabenus. 

Vv. 12, 13. ‘O vewtepos] vewtepov S& dvouater Tov cdpap- 
ToOXOY ws VnTLOppova Kai eveEaTTaTHTOV, Euthymius Zigabenus. 
— 70 émiBddXov pépos| the portion falling to my share, that 
which belongs to me, Herod. iv. 115; Dem. 312. 2, 317.1; 
Diod. Sic. xiv. 17; Polyb. xviii. 24. 1, vi.- 34. 1, and else- 
where. See also Wetstein and Kypke, I. p. 289. According 
to the Hebrew law of inheritance, there fell to the younger 
son only half as much as the first-born received (Deut. 
xxl. 17; Michaelis, Mos. R. § 79 ; Saalschiitz, p. 820 f.). The 
son asks that this his future portion of inheritance be given 
to him in advance. The father grants “non quod oportebat, 
sed quod licebat facere,” Maldonatus. An agreement, accord- 
ing to an approximate estimate, must be presupposed. But 
the granting of his request is a necessary part of the parable, 
on account of human freedom. “ Discedentes a se non pro- 
hibet, redeuntes amplectitur,’ Maldonatus. — dce?rev adtois| 
to both the sons, in such wise, however, as to reserve to him- 
self until his death the right of wsufruct over the portion of 
the eldest, and the latter remained in his service, vv. 29-31. 
— Tov Biov|] Mark xii. 44; Luke viii. 43: that whereon the 
JSumily lived, i.e. nothing else than their means. Hesiod. Op. 
230. 575; Herod. i. 31, viii. 51, and frequently. Paulus 
(comp. Michaelis) makes, without reason, a distinction between 
this and ovata, which, according to him, is the whole means, 
saying that the father, however, divided merely his stock of 
provisions, not his capital. See, on the other hand, ver. 31. 
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— Ver. 15. er’ od modd, jpuép.| The greediness for unlimited 
pleasure urged him to haste. — &mravta]| what, namely, he had 
received as his portion of the inheritance, partly i natura, 
partly in money in settlement of what could not be taken 
with him.— aowrws| recklessly, Dem. 1025. 19; Josephus, 
Anti. xii. 4. 8. Comp. on Eph. v. 18. The sinful nature is 
developed from an independence which, under the influence of 
sinful longing, shakes itself loose from God (comp. Ps. lxxiii. 27) 
by the satisfaction of immoral pleasure. 

Vv. 14-17. The divine ordinance of external misery, how- 
ever, wm connection with the consequences of sin, reawakens 
consideration and self-knowledge and the craving after God! 
— iayupda] (see the critical remarks) comp. on iv. 25.— kara 
Tv xepav| kata of extension, throughout, as viii. 39. Winer, 
p. 356 [E. T. 499].—xal adros] and he, on his part. — 
npéato| The commencement of his new state is regarded as 
important. — Ver. 15. écoAd7On] he clave to, attached himself to, 
makes the obtrusiveness of his action palpable. — «al émreuyrev 
avtov| The previous object becomes the subject. See Stall- 
baum, ad Protag. p. 320 A, B; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. 1. 4. 5 ; 
Bernhardy, p. 468. — Boone yxotpovs] to keep swine ; what an 
ignominous occupation for the ruined Jew !— Ver. 16. yewioas 
T. Ko\Nlav avTov| to fill his belly (comp. Themist. Or, xxiii. p. 
293 D); a choice expression for the impetuous craving of the 
hungry man. — aro] from, ie. by means of a portion, as with 
verbs of eating, Winer, p. 179 [E. T. 248]. — xeparior] 
Cornicle, the sweetish fruit of the locust-tree (ceratonia siliqua 
of Linnaeus), used as food for swine, and by the poor as 
a means of nourishment, Galen. VI. p. 355. See Bochart, 
Hieroz. I. p. 708; Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. V. p. 198 f.; Robin- 
son, Pal. III. p. 272. —«. ovddeis edid50v adté] not food (Wolf, 
Rosenmiiller, Paulus), but, according to the context, Keparva. 
When the swine driven home were fed therewith, which was 
the occupation of others, he was hungry even for that brutish 
provender, and no one gave it to him. No man troubled him- 
self concerning the hungry one, to satisfy him even in this 
manner. That he should eat with the swine is appropriately 
not regarded as a possibility. Moreover, it is not presupposed 


CHAP. XV. 18, 19. 203 


that he received sti// worse food than xepatia (Kuinoel, de 
Wette), but only that he received his maintenance on account 
of the famine in excessively small quantity, by reason whereof 
his hunger was so great that he, etc. — Ver. 17. eis éavtov dé 
€XOav] eis éavTov preceding, in contrast to the external misery, 
but having come to himself (i.e. having recovered his senses). 
See examples in Kypke. Comp. év éavt@ yiverOat, Xen. 
Anab. i. 5.17; Acts xii. 11. Itis the moral self-wnderstand- 
ing, Which had become strange and remote to him, in respect 
of his condition and his need. — vrepioo. and Aue are cor- 
relative ; aptwy is not contrasted with xepatious (Olshausen), 
but wepicc. apt. is the contrast to the little bread, which did 
not appease his hunger. mepssoevovras (see the critical 
remarks) is passive. They are provided with more than enough, 
receive superfluity of bread, Matt. xiii. 12, xxv. 29. Comp. 
mepicoevew Tid, 1 Thess. iii 12; Athen. ii. p. 42 B. 

Vy. 18, 19. With this coming to himself and longing is 
associated the corresponding determination, namely, to turn 
back to God, to confess to Him his guilt and unworthiness, and to 
petition for grace. In this petition, however, the humility which 
belongs to the consciousness of guilt sets aside the thought of 
complete restoration. — els Tov obpavov] against heaven. Comp. 
Matt. xviii. 15, 21, and elsewhere; els to Oeiov, Plat. Phaedr. 
p. 243°C. Heaven does not denote God, but is, as the abode 
of the Godhead and of the pure spirits, personified, so that this 
holy heavenly world appears as injured and offended by sin. 
— €veériov cod] comp. 1 Sam. vii.6,x.1; Ps. li.4; Tob. iii. 3 ; 
Judith v. 17; Susann. 23. The meaning is: I have so sinned 
that I have transgressed before Thee, ie. in relation to Thee. 
The moral relation of the deed to the offended subject is thus 
rendered palpable, as though this subject had suffered in 
respect of the deed; the moral reference is set forth as visible. 
Grotius, moreover, well says: “ Non in aetatem, non in malos 
consultatores culpam rejicit, sed nudam parat sine excusatione 
confessionem.” — Ver. 19. ov«érv] not: not yet (Paulus), but: 
no longer. — Toinoov pe «.7.d.] i.e. place me in the position of 
being as one of thy day-labourers. Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20; Isa. 
xlii 15. Without ws the petition would aim at the result of 
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making him a day-labourer; with ws its purport is: although 
he is a son, yet to place him no otherwise than if he were 
one of the day-labourers. 

Vv. 20-24. God's compassion in the carrying out of the 
repentant resolve; after vt is carried out, the joyous receiving of 
him again to perfect sonship. — kat dvaotas «.7.d.] the resolu- 
tion is no sooner taken than its execution begins. —zpos rT. 
Tatépa éavtod] to his own futher ; no other became the refuge 
of the unhappy son. There is an affecting touch in éavTod. 
— katedirycer | he kissed him again and again ; see on Matt. 
xxvi. 48.— Ver. 21. The woinoov pe as eva tT. pic. cov of 
ver. 19 is repressed by the demeanour of his father’s love ; 
the deeply moved son cannot bring these words to his lips in 
the presence of such paternal affection. A psychologically 
delicate and significant representation. — Ver. 22. “ Filio re- 
spondet re ipsa,” Bengel. — otody tHv mpwtnv] a robe, the first 
that we have in the bouse—to wit, according to its rank 
and worth, «ec. Tv Tymewrdtnv, Euthymius Zigabenus. The 
idea—the one that had previously been worn by him (Theophy- 
lact, Calovius), which would be the righteousness lost in 
Adam—is opposed to ver. 15 in the service of dogmatic inter- 
pretation. Moreover, avtod would have been added in that 
connection. With regard to the article after the anarthrous 
substantive, see Winer, p. 126 f. [E. T.174f.]. The oor 
is the long and wide overcoat of the people of distinction, 
Mark xii. 38, xvi. 5; Rev. vi 11. The daxrvruos, 2. signet 
ring (Herod. ii. 38), and the d7rodijata (slaves went bare- 
footed), are signs of the free man, which he who had returned 
was to be asa son of the house. — Ver. 23. tov pooyov tov 
o17.| the well-known one which stands in the stall. — @vcate] 
slaughter, as at ver. 30, not: sacrifice (Elsner). — gayortes 
euppav0. | not: laeti epulemur (Kuinoel), but : epulantes lactemar. 
Beware of forced interpretations like the following: according 
to Olshausen (comp. Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus, and others), 
the oroAn mpe7n denotes the divine righteousness (Rev. iii. 18, 
vii. 13, xix. 8); the ring, the seal of the Spirit; the sandals, 
the capacity to walk in God’s ways (Eph. vi. 15): according to 
Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophy- 


CIIAP. XV. 25-32. 205 


lact, and others, the fatted calf is Christ! Comp. also Lange, 
LT. J. 11. 1, p. 381.— Ver. 24. vexpos iv x. avéf. «.7.d.] is 
meant by the father in a moral sense: véxpwouw pev Kal aTra- 
Nevav dyol THy ao THs dpaptias, avalowow Sé Kal evperw 
Thy amo THS peTavolas, Kuthymius Zigabenus. A well-known 
mode of speaking of death and life (Matt. iv. 16, vin. 22; 
1 Tim. v. 6; Eph. v. 14; Rom. vi. 13; passages from the 
Rabbins, Schoettgen, Hor. p. 877 f.; from the classical writers, 
Bornemann, Schol. p. 97). In favour of this view it is mani- 
fest of itself that the father says absolutely vexpos qv, which 
he cannot mean in the literal sense of the words; further, 
that after the approach related in ver. 20 f. his soul could 
be full only of the moral change of his son’s condition ; 
finally, that he utters the same words, ver. 52, to the eldest 
son, who, being acquainted with the previous condition of his 
brother (ver. 30), could understand them only morally. The 
utterance of the servant, éte byvatvovta avdtoy améXaPer, ver. 
27, is not opposed to this; for he speaks thus of the returned 
son of the house, only generally of his condition as it first 
presents itself to him, beyond which the slave has not to 
eo. He has the right feeling of discretion, that respectfully, 
in accordance with his position, it does not become him to 
repeat the judgment of the father, but rather to abide by that 
external circumstance (that he has received him back sound). 
Even this feature belongs to the lifelike delicate points of this 
history. On all accounts the view is to be dismissed of Paulus, 
de Wette, and Bleek: vexpos, dead as far as I ain concerned 
(by his remoteness and his dissolute life, and avoAwras : lost, 
in the sense of disappeared). — edvppaivec Oat] to be glad. The 
feast is naturally understood according to ver. 23. 

Vy. 25-32. The legally righteous one. Instead of sharing 
the divine joy over the converted sinner, he is envious, regards 
himself—in respect of his legality, according to which he 
has been on his guard against momentary transgression—as 
neglected, and judges unlovingly about his brother, and 
discontentedly about God. <A striking commentary on 
ver. 7; and how fitted to put to the blush the murmur- 
ing Pharisees and scribes, ver. 2!— cuudor. x. yopov] not: 
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the singing and the dancing (Luther), but, without the article : 
concert and choral dance, rin, mDINN, Music and dancing (com- 
monly given by hired people) belonged to the entertainments 
of solemn festivals. See Matt. xiv. 6; Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. 
in loc. ; Wetstein. — Ver. 26. ri ein tadta] what this would be 
likely to signify. Comp. Acts x.17. See Matthiae, § 488. 7; 
Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. i. 10. 14.— Ver. 27. The slave men- 
tions only the fatted calf, because this happened to be most 
closely associated with the festival of music and dancing. — 
iyvatvovta| not: morally safe and sound (atoBanrovta thy 
vooov ua THS peTtavoias, Euthymius Zigabenus, Kypke, 
Kuinoel, and many more), but, as is only fitting in the mouth 
of the slave (comp. on ver. 24), bodily safe and sound. — 
Ver. 28. odv] in consequence of this refusal of the son. Yet, 
as with Lachmann and Tischendorf, the more strongly attested 
dé is to be read. — trapexdrer] he exhorted him to come in, 
—he spoke him fair; see on 1 Cor. iv. 13.— Ver. 29. nat 
€uoi| The éuoé placed first has the emphasis of wounded selfish 
feeling. Contrast ver. 30.— é€psdov] a young kid, of far less 
value than the fatted calf! Still more significant is the read- 
ing épépuov in B, Sahid. (a young idling), which Ewald 
approves, and the delicacy of which the transcribers might 
easily have passed over. Comp. Matt. xxv. 33; Tob. i. 11. 
— Ver. 30. 6 vids cov obtos] this son of thine, in the highest 
degree contemptuous. He was not going to call him his 
brother. On the other hand, the father, ver. 32: 0 aderdos 
cov ovtos. How bitter, moreover, is: “ who has devoured for 
thee thy living,’ and peta tropvér, as contrasted with pera Tov 
pirav pov!— Ver. 31. réxvov] full of love.—ovd waytote 
x.T.d.] represents to the heart of the jealous brother the two 
great prerogatives that he had above his brother (hence the 
emphatic ov). Thy constant association with me (while, on 
the other hand, thy brother was separated far and long from 
me), and the circumstance that my whole possessions belong to 
thee (as to the future heir of all, ver. 12), ought to raise thee 
Jar above such envious dispositions and judgments ! — Ver. 32. 
evppavOjvar| stands first with the emphasis of contrast, in 
opposition to such ill-humour. — ée:] not to be supplemented 
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by oé, but generally i was fitting or necessary,—a justification 
of the prearranged joy of the house, which, under the cireum- 
stances, was a moral necessity. — éfyoev] (see the critical 
remarks) was dead, and has become alive, Matt. ix. 18; John 
weeps Rom. xive9. 


ReMarK.—(1) The exclusive title to the xAnpovowsa, which, 
according to ver. 31, is adjudged to those who are legally 
upright, has its justification i principle; of somral viuov 
dixaswbjoovres, Rom. ii. 13.—(2) For the adoption of sinners 
into this prerogative, which belongs in principle to the legally 
righteous, the parable indicates the method of self-knowledge, 
of repentance, and of confidence in the grace of God (faith). 
But the interposition of this grace through the death of recon- 
ciliation, and consequently the more specific definition of that 
confidence, Jesus leaves unnoticed, leaving these particulars to 
the further development of faith and doctrine after the atoning 
death had taken place ; just as, moreover, He in general, accord- 
ing to the synoptic Gospels, limits Himself only to single hints 
of the doctrine of reconciliation as seed-corn for the future 
(Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28 ; otherwise in John). — (3) As the reality 
does not correspond to the idea of legal righteousness, He points 
to the example of the son who has continued in outward con- 
formity to the law, but therewith is proud of his virtue, unbro- 
therly and unfilial, and consequently holds up to the Pharisees 
a mirror for self-contemplation, the picture in which must tell 
them how very much they also needed repentance (in order 
to see the title in principle to legal righteousness realized in 
themselves), instead of censuring the fellowship of Jesus with 
publicans and sinners (vv. 7, 1, 2). 
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CHAPTER XVI. 


VER. 2. dv4o7,] B D P &, min. have 67, which Bornemann 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 121, approves, and Tisch. has now 
adopted. But if it were genuine, it would have been changed, 
not into évjon, but into divacu. The present came more readily 
to the transcribers, hence also éivq was introduced. — Ver. 6. 
xa! eixev] Lachm. and Tisch. have é  « eizev, IN accordance with 
A BLIts, min, Copt. Theophyl. (D Mie cixey 62). The Lecepta 
easily originated in the desire to vary the expression used in 
the preceding clause. — ri ypduye] Lachm. and Tisch. have +a 
yeéwuare, in accordance with B D Lx, Copt. Goth. codd. of It.. 
So also in ver. 7. Rightly ; the singular came more readily to the 
transcribers, because one writing was thought of (Vule.: cautionem, 
Cod. Pal. : chirographum, X: ri ypapmureio).— Ver. 7. xai reyer] nab 
is to be struck out, as with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance 
with B LJ, min. vss., as a connective addition, instead of which 
D ae 6 62. — Ver. 9. éxrianre] EG H K MS VIA A, min. have 
exneianre (A has exheivesre B* DLR &*' have éxa‘ez; A BY* 
ao ihe city, Several versions also read one of these two. Hence 
the Recepta has decisive evidence against it. Since to under- 
stand the everlasting habitations as the word for death, and 
consequently to change it into the plural so readily suggested 
itself, I regard the singular as original, though’ not ening 
(Schulz, Scholz, Lachin. Tisch.), but éx?.sé77, since the important 
authorities which read ExAginyre (so Matthaei) are also in favour 
of this present form; just as, moreover, the aorist in itself, 
according to the sense (ewm defecerit), presented itself most 
readily to the uncritical. transcribers.— Ver. 18. The second 
was has evidence so inportant against it that (condemned 
by Griesbach, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) it must be re- 
garded as a mechanical repetition. — Ver. 20. 7 and és are 
wanting in B DL X 8, min. vss. Clem. Suspected by Gries- 
bach, bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. But if jv had 
been added, zai would have been inserted instead of 63, after 
the model of ver. 19. On the other hand, after AaZapO> it 
was easy to pass over 6;, which then also caused the omis- 
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sion of 7v.— Ver. 21. ~ryiev edu] is wanting in B L &* min. 
vss. Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Rinck and Tisch. 
A gloss, following Matt. xv. 27.— Instead of dwéruyov is to be 
written, with Lachm. and Tisch., éréAeryov, in accordance with 
A BL X x(D has #Asyov). — Ver. 25. ot, which Elz. Lachm. 
have after &réAa@ec, is not found in B D G H L®&, min. vss. 
(including Vulg. It.), Fathers ; and in A it does not come in till 
after oov. An addition for the sake of the contrast. — ée is so 
decisively attested, that de (Elz.) can only appear as an altera- 
tion for the sake of the contrast. — Ver. 26. Instead of zvdev Elz. 
has ¢vreddev, in opposition to decisive evidence. The more fre- 
quent form forced itself in (24sv does not elswhere occur in the 
N. T.). The entire omission of the word is too weakly attested 
by D, Cant. Colb. Dial. ce. Mare. — of éxefev] BD 8* Arm. Vulg. 
It. Ambr. Lachm. have merely zxefev. Rightly; of is an addi- 
tion in accordance with what has gone before. 





On the parable of the dishonest steward, see Schreiber, /is- 
torico-critica explicationum parabolae de improbo oecon. descriptio, 
Lips. 1803 (in which the earlier hterature is detailed) ; Loeffler 
in the Magaz. f. Pred. III. 1, p. 80 ff Gin his AV. Schr. IT. p. 
196 ff.); Keil in the Anal. II. 2, p. 152 ff.; Bertholdt in five Pro- 
grammes, Er]. 1814-1819; Schleiermacher, Sc/7. d. Luk. 1817, 
p. 203 ff.; D. Schulz, tiber die Parab. vom Verwalter, Bresl. 1821 ; 
Moller, newe Ansichten, p. 206 ff.; Grossmann, de procurat. parab. 
Christi ex re provincialt Rom. tllustr., Lips. 1824; Rauch in 
Winer’s Krit. Journ. 1825, p. 285 ff.; Niedner, Dissert., Lips. 
1826, in the Commentatt. theol. ed. Rosenmiiller et Maurer, 
If. 1, p. 74 ff; Bahnmeyer in Klaiber’s Stud. I. 1, p. 27 ff. ; 
Gelpke, nov. tentam. parab. etc., Lips. 1829; Jensen in the 
Stud. und Krit. 1829, p. 699 ff; Hartmann, Comm. de oecon. 
impr., Lips. 1830; Zyro in the Stud. w. Krit. 1831, p. 776 ff; 
Schneckenburger, beitr. p. 53 ff.; Dettinger in the Tiibingen 
Zeitschr. 1834, 4, p. 40 ff; Steudel, 2bid. p. 96 ff.; Fink in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1834, p. 313 ff.; Steinwerder, wb. d. Gleichn. vom 
ungerecht. Haushalt., Stuttg. 1840; Brauns in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1842, p. 1012 ff.; Francke in the Stud. d. Sdchs. Geistl. 1842, p. 
45 ff.; Heppe, Diss. d. loco Lue. xvi. 1-9, Marb. 1844 (in opposi- 
tion to Francke) ; H. Bauer in Zeller’s Theol. Jahrb. 1845, 3, p. 
519 ff.; Eichstiidt, parabolam J. Chr. de oeconomo impr. retrac- 
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tavit, Jen. 1847 ; Harnisch also, ¢ Erklirung des Gleichn. ete., 
Magdeburg, 1847; Wieseler in the Gott. Viertelj.-Schr. 1849, 
p. 190 ff.; Meuss, in parab. J. Chr. de oecon. injusto, Vratisl. 1857 ; 
Holbe in the Stud. vu. Krit. 1858, p. 527 ff.; Engelhardt in 
“ Gesetz und Zeugniss,” 1859, p. 262 ff; (Eylau) in Meklenb. 
Kirchenbl. 1862, Nr. 4-6; Lahmeyer, Liineb. Schulprogr. 1863 ; 
Koster in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 725 ff. 

Ver. 1. After Jesus has given, as far as xv. 32, the need- 
ful explanation to the Pharisees and scribes in reference to 
their urmuring at His associating Himself with the publicans 
and sinners, He now turns also (6€ xa/) to His disciples with 
the parabolic discussion of the doctrine how they were to use 
earthly possessions in order to come into the Messiah’s kingdom. 
For according to ver. 9 nothing else is the teaching of the 
following parable, which consequently is, even in its vocabu- 
lary (Kostlin, p. 274), similar to the parable at xii. 16 ff. 
Every other doctrine that has been found therein has first 
been put there. The dv@pwtros mAovcros is Mammon, comp. ver. 
13; the ofkovouos represents the pa@nrai. Just as (1) the 
steward was denounced for squandering the property of his 
lord, so also the pa@ytaé, maintaining in Christ an entirely 
different interest and a different purpose of life from that of 
collecting earthly wealth (Matt. vi. 19 f; Luke xii. 33, xviii. 
22), must needs appear to the enemies, the rather that these 
were themselves covetous (ver. 14), as wasteful managers of 
the riches of Mammon (Matt. vi 24), and as such must be 
decried by them, ver. 1. As, further, (2) the steward came 
into the position of having his dismissal from his service 
announced to him by the rich man, so also it would come 
upon the pa@ytai that Mammon would withdraw from them 
the stewardship of his goods, ze. that they would come into 
poverty, ver. 2f. As, however, (3) the steward was prudent 
enough before his dismissal, while he still had the disposal of 
his lord’s wealth, to make use of the latter for his subsequent 
provision by making for himself friends therewith who would 
receive him into their houses, which prudence the rich man 
praised in spite of the dishonesty of the measure ; so also should 
the waOnrai by liberal expenditure of the goods of Mammon, 
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which were still at their disposal, provide for themselves 
friends, so as subsequently to attain in their impoverishment 
provision for eternity, the reception into the Messiah’s king- 
dom. The more detailed explanation will be found on the 
special passages. The text in itself does not indicate any 
definite connection with what has preceded, but is only linked 
on externally, without any mention of an internal progress 
in the discussion: but He said also—as the foregoing to the 
Pharisees, so that which now follows to His disciples.’ But 
Jesus very naturally comes direct to the treatment of this 
theme, because just at that time there were very many publicans 
among His pa@yrai (xv. 1) on whom, after their decision in 
His favour, devolved as their first duty the application of the 
goods of Mammon in the way mentioned (xii. 33). It is just 
as natural that, at the same time, the contrast with the Phari- 
sees, just before so humiliatingly rebuked, those covetous ones 
(ver. 14) to whom the moveiy éavtois pidous ex T. pam. THs 
adtxias was so extremely foreign (xi. 41, xx. 47), helped to 
urge to this theme. Other attempts to make out the connec- 
tion are arbitrary, as, for instance, that of Schleiermacher 
(besides that it depends on an erroneous interpretation of the 
parable itself), that Jesus is passing over to a vindication of 
the publicans, so far as they showed themselves gentle and 
beneficent towards their people; or that of Olshausen, that 
He wishes to represent the compassion that in ch. xv. He has 
exhibited im God, now also in ch. xvi. as the duty of men. 
But there is no reason for denying the existence of any connec- 
tion, as de Wette does. — pos T. pant. avtod] not merely 
the Twelve, but the disciples in the more extended sense, in 
contrast with the opposition which was likewise present. 
Comp. Matt. viii. 21; Luke vi. 13, vii. 11, xix. 37, and else- 
where. The parable had the first reference to the publicans 
that happened to be among them (xv. 1), but it concerned 
also, so far as there were generally still wealthy people among 
them, the disciples in general. See above. — avOpwds tis 
qv TAovaLos] not to be defined more particularly than these 
words themselves and vv. 5—7 indicate. To think of the 
1 Not as Wieseler will have it, beside the Pharisees, to His disciples also, 
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Romans (Schleiermacher), or the Roman Emperor (Grossmann'), 
in the interpretation, is quite foreign to the subject. More- 
over, it is not, as is wsually explained, God” that is to be 
understood ; with which notion ver. 8 would conflict, as well 
as the circumstance that actually the dismissal from the service 
of the rich man brings with it the same shelter to which, in 
the application, ver. 9 corresponds,’ the reception into the 


1 He finds in the sixovén0: a Roman provincial governor, who, towards the end 
of his oppressive government, has adopted indulgent measures, in order to earn for 
himself the favour of the inhabitants of the province. He says that thence Jesus, 
ver. 9, draws the doctrine that as such a one in worldly things behaved himself 
wisely for an earthly end, so in divine things prudence should be manifested, in 
order to attain eternal life. Schleiermacher thinks that the rich man repre- 
sents the Romans, the steward the publicans, the debtors the Jewish people, and 
that Christ intends to say, that if the publicans in their calling show themselves 
gentle and beneficent, the Romans, the enemies of the people, will themselves 
praise them in their hearts; and thus also have ye every cause to concede to 
them, even in anticipation of the time when this relation ceases (according to 
the reading txairy, ver. 9), the citizenship in the Bacacia o. ¢. 

2 Observe that this interpretation proceeds on an a priori basis, and is there- 
fore improbable ; because in both the other passages, where in Luke av4¢pwxas aus 
raovovs is the subject of a parable (xii. 16, xvi. 19), the rich man represents a 
very unholy personality, in which is typified the service of Mammon and of luxury. 

3 The wsual interpretation (substantially followed also by Wieseler, Bleek, 
K®ster) is in its leading features that of Theophylact and Euthymius Zigabenus : 
that the possessor of earthly wealth is not the actual proprietor, that being God, 
but only the steward. If he has not used the wealth according to God’s will, he 
is accused, but dismissed by death. Hence he should be prudent enough, while 
there is still time, to apply the wealth entrusted to him charitably according to 
God’s will, in order to get into heaven. Comp. Ewald, p. 299: ‘‘ Every rich 
man, since he must again surrender all earthly riches at least at death, is yet only 
placed over them as a steward by God, as by a lord who is far removed, but who 
one day will claim a reckoning ; and he is certainly wise and prudent not to allow 
the riches to lie useless, but rather, by his effectual application of them, to make to 
himself friends for the right time ; but one ought only to gain for himself friends 
with his riches for the purpose that in the moment when he must, at least as 
constrained by death, give them up, he should be received by them into the 
everlasting tabernacles of heaven.” Baur, Hvang. p. 450 ff., proceeding from 
the fundamentally Zbionitic view, says that the rich man is God in His 
absolute dominion over all; that in the steward is represented the aidy odros, 
whose doings, however, are determined by the adequate relation of the means to 
the end ; that this prudence is a quality which even the children of light need, 
since they must know how to set the aidy otros in the right relation to the aia» 
wiaawy, and hence to be willing to renounce all that pertains to the former in 
order to attain the latter ; that ver. 9 means that he is not at all to trouble 
himself with Mammon, but entirely to rid himself of wealth, and hence to 


CHAP. XVI. 1. 213 


everlasting habitations. But neither is it the devil, as dpywv 
Tov Kécpou TovTov, as Olshausen’ would have it, that is meant, 
since in the connection of the parable the relation to the 
xooguos” in general, and its representatives, is not spoken of, 
but specially the relation to temporal wealth.? Hence its repre- 
sentative, 7.e. Mammon, is to be understood; but we must not, 
with de Wette, give the matter up in despair, and say that 
the rich man has no significance, or (Ebrard) that he serves only 
as filling up (comp. also Lahmeyer) ; he has the significance of 
a definite person feigned, who, however, as such, was well known 
to the hearers (Matt. vi. 24), and also at ver. 13 is expressly 


use it for an object of beneficence, because the aiay otros and the aiay wirrwy re- 
ciprocally exclude one another. To this Ebionitic view of wealth, as of a benetit 
in itself unlawful and foreign to the kingdom of God, Hilgenteld also recurs. 

1 His view is that the publicans may be conceived of as being, by their ex- 
ternal relations, in the service of the épywy rod xécuov. According to ver. 18, God 
was to be regarded as the other true Lord who stood opposed (as the representa- 
tive of the Deqomevar tis Tas aiwviovs oxnveés, ver. 9) to this oixodeorerns. It was 
just the prudent diacxoprilav ce drdpyovra rev avlpsxrou xrouciov, Who in a right 
manner serves this true Lord ; he despises the one in order wholly to belong to 
the other; he labours with the possessions of the one for the purpose of the 
other. But in opposition to his true advantage, therefore not prudently, does 
he act who, like the Pharisees, seeks to place the service of the one on an equality 
with that of the other. See, in opposition to Olshausen, Schneckenburger, /.¢. 

2 Midway between Olshausen’s interpretation and mine (of Mammon, see 
subsequently), Schegg makes the rich man mean the personified xécues. But 
the idea of xéeuo¢ is here too wide, the point in the subject is definitely the 
being rich ; hence also at ver. 14, Q:Adpyupor. Schenkel also has adopted the 
interpretation of the rich man as of Mammon. Comp. Lange, ZL. J. II. 1, p. 
391, ILI. p. 463. 

3 This also in opposition to H. Bauer, /.c. p. 529 ff., who finds in the rich 
man the theocratic chiefs of the people, whose chief wealth was the theocracy 
itself. The oizevs~0; must have been the Jewish Christians ; the debtors, the cucp- 
taro and ivixol, to whom the primitive community more and more conceded a 
shere in the Messianic blessings. The dismissal of the oixovouos was the excom- 
munication of the primitive church ; the friends were the Gentiles, to whom a 
portion of the legal claims had been remitted by the Christians.. The digging 
and begging must be a new subjection under the chiefs of Israel, with which the 
primitive church will no longer exchange their free position! The déxysobus sis 
cixovs probably points to the necessity of restoring a perfect living intercourse 
with the converted Gentiles! An arbitrary exercise of ingenuity, making an 
Yorepov xporepov Of the parables of Jesus, by which they are wrenched away from 
the living present and changed into enigmatical predictions. According to the 
Sachs. Anonymus, the steward is even held to be Paul, who disposed of the 
wealth of salvation for the benefit of the Gentiles, 
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named. The concluding words of ver. 13 are the key of the 
parable ; hence, also, it is not to be maintained, with Koster, that 
a rich man is only conceived of with reference to the steward. 
— oixovopov] a house steward, tauins, who had to take the super- - 
vision of the domestics, the stewardship of the household, the 
rental of the property, etc. Comp. xii. 42, and see Heppe, 
p- 9 ff; Ahrens, Amé d. Schliissel, p. 12 ff. Such were 
usually slaves ; but it is implied in vv. 3, 4 that the case of a 
free man is contemplated in this passage. To conceive of the 
oikovouos as a farmer of portion of the property, is neither per- 
mitted by the word nor by the context (in opposition to Hélbe). 
In the interpretation of the parable the oxovoyos neither 
represents men in general, nor specially the wealthy (thus most 
interpreters, following the Fathers), nor yet the Jsraelitish 
people and their leaders (Meuss), nor sinners (Maldonatus and 
others), not even Judas Iscariot (Bertholdt), also neither the 
Pharisees (Vitringa, Zyro, Baumgarten-Crusius'), nor the pub- 
licans (Schleiermacher, Holbe), but the pa@nrai, as is plain 
from ver. 9, where the conduct analogous to the behaviour of 
the ofxovoues is enjoined upon them. The pa@ntai, espe- 
cially those who were publicans before they passed over to 


1 According to Zyro, the meaning of the parable is: Ye Pharisees are stewards 
of a heavenly treasure—the law ; but ye are unfaithful stewards, indulgent to- 
wards yourselves, strict towards others ; nevertheless, even ye are already accused, 
as was he in the parable ; and even your power and your dignity will soon dis- 
appear. Therefore, as ye are like to him in your d&éx/a, be ye also like to him 
in your @payyeis, Strict towards yourselves, benevolent towards others, and that 
at once. According to Baumgarten-Crusius, Christ desires—disapproving of the 
disposition and conduct of the Pharisees in respect of the works of loye—to 
direct the disciples to appropriate to themselves something thereof in a better 
manner. That, namely, which the Pharisees did as sinners in order to cover 
their sins, and in so-called good works, the disciples were to do, not as sinners, 
but in order to smooth by sympathetic beneficence the inequality of the rela- 
tions of life. Bornemann also explains the oixoyveuos of the Pharisees. See on 
ver. 9. Weizsicker similarly distinguishes, as in the parable of the prodigal son 
(see on xy. 11), the primitive meaning (according to which the steward was a 
heathen functionary who oppressed the Jews, but afterwards took their part) 
from the meaning attached to it by the compiler, according to which the steward 
was a type of the unbelieving rich Jews, who might receive a reversion of the 
kingdom of heaven if they took up the cause of their fellow-believers who had 
become Christians. This is a sort of double meaning, which neither in itself 
nor in its twofold contents has any foundation in the text. 
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Christ, were concerned with temporal wealth, and were there- 
fore stewards, not of God, but of Mammon. — dve8AjOn adta] 
he was denounced to him (on the dative, comp. Herod. v. 35, 
viii. 22; Plat. Polit. viii. p. 566 B; Soph. Phil. 578; Eur. 
Hee. 863, and thereon, Pflugk; elsewhere also with eds or 
mpos with accusative). Although the word, which occurs only 
in this place in the New Testament, is not always used of 
groundless, false accusations, though this is mostly the case 
(see Schweighiiuser, Lex. Herod. I. p. 154), yet it is still no vox 
media, but expresses, even where a corresponding matter of 
fact lies at the foundation (as Num. xxii. 22; Dan. iii. 8, vi. 
25; 2 Mace. iii. 11; 4 Macc. iv. 1, and in the passages in 
Kypke, I. p. 296), hostile denunciation, accusation, Niedner, 
p. 32 ff. Comp. the passages from Xenophon in Stwrz, I. 
p. 673. See also Dem. 155. 7, where the duaPddrXovtes 
and the «dXaxes are contrasted. So also here; Luther aptly 
says: “he was «wl spoken of.” Vulg.: “ diffamatus est.” 
There was some foundation in fact (hence, moreover, the 
steward does not defend himself), but the manner in which 
he was denounced manifested a hostile purpose. Thus, more- 
over, in the relation portrayed in that of the pa@nrail to 
temporal riches, as the unfaithful stewards of which they 
manifested themselves to the covetous Pharisees by their 
entrance into the Christian conversion, there lay at the founda- 
tion the fact that they had no further interest in Mammon, 
and were no longer ¢iAdpyvpor. Compare the instance of 
Zacchaeus. Koster says wrongly that the hitherto faithful 
steward had only been slandered, and had only allowed him- 
self to be betrayed into a knavish trick for the first time by 
the necessity arising from the dismissal. No; this knavish 
trick was only the path of unfaithfulness on which he had 
hitherto walked, and on which he took a new start to get out 
of his difficulty. Against the supposition of the faithfulness 
of the steward, see on ver. 3.— @s Svackxoptifwr] as squan- 
dering (xv. 13), i.e. so he was represented.1 Comp. Xen. Hell. 

1 To gather from #s that the indebtedness was unfounded (Hélbe) is unjusti- 


fiable. 4; might also be used in the case of a well-founded dafdérascbas, and hence 
in itself decides nothing at all. Comp. Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 263 [E, T. 307], 
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ii, 3.23: SéBadrov ws Avpaivopevoy, and thus frequently ; 
Jas. li. 9. It might also have been ws with the optative ; 
Herod. viii. 90, and elsewhere. Erroneously, moreover, in 
view of the present, the Vulg. reads (comp. Luther): quasi 
dissipasset.—tTa bTdpyovta avTov] therefore the possessions, 
the means and property (xl. 21, xii. 15, 33, xix. 8), of his 
lord. 

Ver. 2. Ti todt0 axovw mepi cod ;] what is this that I hear 
concerning thee? quid hoc est, quod de te audio? A well- 
known contraction of a relative clause with an interrogative 
clause; Plat. Gorg. p. 452 D,and elsewhere. See Kiihner, II. 
§ 841. 1; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 780; Bornemann, Schol. 
p- 97, and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 120. Comp. Test. 
ATT. Patr. p. 715: ti tadra adxotw; Acts xiv. 15. The fre- 
quency of this wsws loguendi, and the appropriateness of the 
sense just at the opening of the reckoning, gives to the inter- 
pretation the preference over this: wherefore do I hear, etc., 
Kuinoel, de Wette, Meuss, and others (comp. Luther, and so 
early as the Gothic version). — do0dos «.7.d.] give the (due) 
reckoning of thy stewardship. The master desires to see the 
state of affairs made plain. On Adyor diddvat, arrodiddvat 
(Matt. xii. 36; Acts xix. 40; Rom. xiv. 12), see Schweig- 
hiuser’s Lex. Herod. Il. p. 74. Comp. tov doyov amyroun, 
Dem. 868. 5. — ov yap] for thou shalt not, etc. The master 
decides thus according to what he had heard, and what he 
regards as established. : 

Ver. 3. This reflexion of the steward issued from the con- 
sciousness that he cannot deny his guilt, for he sees his 
dismissal as the near and certain result (agaipetras, present) of 
the rendering of the account demanded of him. If he were 
to be represented as innocent, the parable must needs have 
placed in his mouth a justification, or at least have assigned 
to him the corresponding epithet. This is also in opposi- 


1 Therefore not the possessions of the debtors, to which result van Oosterzee 
comes, assuming that the steward had made the debtors (who were tenants) pay 
more than he had given up and paid over to his lord; in the alteration of the 
leases he had only the right sums introduced which he had hitherto brought 
into account. 
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tion to Francke,) Hélbe. —— 67v] equivalent to els éxeivo dru, 
see on Mark xvi. 14.—oxamtew] in fields, gardens, vine- 
yards; it is represented in Greek writers also as the last 
resource of the impoverished ;? Aristoph. Av. 1432: oxdarew 
yap ov« érictapat, See Wolf and Kypke. — ov« icyvw] not 
being accustomed to such labour, he feels that his strength is 
not equal to it. — émarteiv] infinitive, not participial. On 
the distinction in sense, see Maetzner, ad Lycurg. p. 165. 
These reflections are not inserted with a view to the zter- 
pretation, but only for the depicting of the crisis. 

Ver. 4. The word éyvwr, coming in without any connecting 
particle, depicts in a lively manner what was passing in his 
mind, and is true to nature. The aorist is used not as being 
the same as the perfect, although de Wette will have it so, 
but expresses the moment of occurrence: I have come to the 
knowledge. Bengel well says: “ Subito consilium cepit.” — 
éTav petactaba@| when (quando) J shall have been dismissed. 
He thus expresses himself to indicate the critical point of 
time, imminent to him by reason of the near experience that 
he is expecting, after the occurrence of which the déyec@ar 
x.T.r. is to take place. Comp. ver. 9.— de€@vtar] the debtors 


1 According to Francke, Jesus desires to represent the risks of being rich in 
the passionate rich man, who arranges the dismissal without any inquiry. He is 
the indebted chief person. The steward is falsely accused: he is driven from 
the house as not @d:x05 ; but the rich man, first of all, drives him by his cruelty 
to the 43:xiaz, which, moreover, was only a momentary one, as the (inequitable) 
yptupura were only once used ; while, on the other hand, they were only used 
for the purpose of putting matters on an equitable footing again. In the latter 
reference Day. Schulz precedes with the assumption, that the steward wished 
before his dismissal to do some good. He assumes with equal contradiction of 
the text, that the setting down of the items of account was done with the know- 
ledge of the master. Comp. also Schneckenburger, p. 57. 

* Hence—for the steward, before he decides on the expedient, ver. 4, sees 
digging and begging before him—it is not to be supposed, with Brauns, that he 
paid the amounts written down, ver. 6 f., from his own funds. Contrary to the 
text, contrary to ver. 3f., and contrary to ris adixizs, ver. 8, which refers to 
that writing down. This, moreover, is in opposition to Holbe, who, in a similar 
misinterpretation of vv. 6, 7, brings out as the meaning of the parable, that 
‘the publicans, decried by the Pharisees as robbers, etc., are frequently not so. 
In spite of their being repudiated, they are equitable people, and frequently 
combine with great experience of life and prudence a heart so noble that 
they acquire friends as soon as this is only known.” 
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of his master, of pnOjvac pédAXovtes, Euthymius Zigabenus. 
See Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 117 [E. T. 134]. — ofxovs] houses, 
not families (Schulz), comp. ver. 9. 

Vv. 5-7. Tav xpewperr.] of the debtors, they had borrowed 
the natural products named from the stores of the rich man. 
This agrees better with the word, the opposite of which is 
daveiot7s (vil. 41; Plut. Caes. 12), than the notion of tenants. 
—From éva éxacroy it is seen that subsequently the two 
debtors are mentioned by way of cuample. — Tov Kupiov éavtod | 
By the debtors of his own master he knew how to help him- 
self. — mdcov ddeirers «.7.d.] Going to work promptly and 
surely, he questions their own acknowledgment of obligation, 
which must agree with the contents of the bond. — Ver. 6. 
Batous] 0 bé Batos (N32) Svvatat ywpnoas Eéotas EBSomrjKovta 
dvo, Josephus, Antt. viii. 2.9. Therefore equal to an Attic 
petpntns. — déEau| take away. The steward, who has the 
documents in his keeping, gives up the bill (ta ypdupara, 
that which is written, in the plural used even of one docu- 
ment, see on Gal. vi. 11), that the debtor may alter the number. 
Usually, that he may write a new bond with the smaller amount. 
But this is not contained in the words; moreover, for that 
purpose not the surrender of the document, but its destruction, 
would have been necessary. — xa@icas| pictorial. tayéws 
belongs not to this graphic detail, ea@/oas (Luther and others, 
including Ewald), but to ypdypov ; the latter corresponds to the 
haste to which the carrying out of an injustice urges. — Ver. 7. 
érépw]| to another. Comp. xix. 20.— xdpovs] 0 S€é Kopos (15) 
duvatat pedipvous attixovs déxa, Josephus, Antt. xv. 9. 2.— 
The diversity of the deduction, vv. 6, 7, is merely the change 
of the concrete picturing without any special purpose in view. 
Comp. already Euthymius Zigabenus. 

Ver. 8. ‘O xvdpios] not Jesus (Erasmus, Luther, Pred. ; 
Weizsiicker also, p. 213 f.), but, as is proved by ver. 9, the 
master of the steward, to whom the measure taken by the 
latter had become known. — rov ofkovop. THs adcx.] aduK. is a 
genitive of quality (see on i. 14), the wnrighteous steward ; of 
such a quality he had shown himself in his service, as well by 
the waste in general as specially by his proceeding with the 
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debtors.’ The dogmatic idea (Schulz) is out of place in the 
context. Schleiermacher and Bornemann (comp. also Paulus) 
construe THs aduxias with émnvecev: iniquitatis causa. Gram- 
matically correct (Dion. Hal. Rhet. xiv.; Joseph. Anté. xii. 
4.5; Bernhardy, p. 152; Kihner, II. p. 192; Bornemann, 
Schol. p. 98), but here it is in contradiction with the parallel 
expression: ¢« Tod papwvad Ths adixias, ver. 9. Comp. also 
0 KpiTHS THS adikias, xviii. 6. And it is not the adccéa, but 
the prudence, that is the subject of the praise,” as is shown 
from the analogy of ver. 9. tis déduxias is intended to make 
it clear that the master praised the steward even in spite of 
his dishonest behaviour, because he had dealt prudently. In 
the dishonest man he praised “his procedure, so well advised 
and to the purpose, with the property that still remained 
under his control” (Schulz, p. 103), even although from a 
moral point of view this prudence was only the wisdom of 
the serpent (Matt. x. 16), so that he was not the wsa7os 
oixovopos 6 ppovimos (xii. 42), but only P@poveuos, who had hit 
on the practical savoir faire. — 670 of viol «.7.r.] Immediately 
after the words d¢povipws éroincev, Jesus adds a general 
maxim,” in justification of the predicate used (ppovipws). Con- 
sequently: “Et merito quidem illius prudentiam laudavit, 
nam quod prudentiam quidem attinet, filii hujus saeculi, 
ete.” Maldonatus. Francke erroneously says (compare the 


1 The expression ris 23:xizs contains the judgment of Jesus on the conduct of 
the oixevoues, vy. 5-7, which, nevertheless, the master praised with reference to 
the prudence’employed. Hence iis adsxias is decidedly opposed to the assump- 
tion that the steward was honest, and it is only a device springing from necessity 
to which Holbe clings, that the faithful steward is called oixey. ras ddixies only 
in the sense of his calumniators. 

2 We may imagine the master calling out to the steward from his own worldly 
stand point something like this: Truly thou hast accomplished a prudent stroke ! 
Thy practical wisdom is worthy of all honour! Comp. Terent. Heaut. iii. 2. 26. 
But to conclude that the steward remained in his service, is altogether opposed 
to the teaching of the parable (in opposition to Baumgarten-Crusius, Holbe). 

3 Not a piece of irony upon the Pharisees (Zyro), as Brauns also assumes, un- 
derstanding by the children of this world the publicans, who were contemned as 
children of the world; and by the children of light, the Pharisees, as the educated 
children of light. So also Holbe. Extorted by an erroneous interpretation of 
the whole parable. Textually the children of the world could only be those to 
whom the steward belonged by virtue of his wnrighteous dealing (ris &:eias), 
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“perhaps,” ete., of de Wette) that dre of viol «.7.X. refers to 
the émyjvecev 6 Kvptos. This the context forbids by the cor- 
relation of gpovinws and gpoviywwrtepo. The sons (see on 
Matt. viii. 12) of this generation (M40 Dey, see on Matt. xii. 32) 
are those who belong in their moral nature and endeavour to 
the period of the world prior to the Messianic times, not men 
who are aspiring after the Baowela Tod Ocod Kal tHv SeKato- 
cvvnv avtod (Matt. vi. 33). Comp. xx. 34. See examples 
of the Rabbinical snby 22 in Schoettgen, Hor. p. 298, and 
Wetstein. The suns of light are those who, withdrawn from 
temporal interests, have devoted themselves wholly to the 
divine ad7#Gea revealed by Christ, and are enlightened and 
governed by it, John xii. 36; 1 Thess. v. 5; Eph. v. 8. Zhe 
former are more prudent than the latter, not absolutely, but eds 
THY yEeveav THv éEavT@v, in reference to their own generation, i.e. 
in relation to their own kindred, if they have to do with those 
who, like themselves, are children of this world, as that 
steward was so prudent in reference to the debtors. The 
whole body of the children of the world—a category of like- 
minded men—is described as a generation, a clan of connections; 
and how appropriately, since they appear precisely as vuoi! 
Observe, moreover, the marked prominence of tyv éauTar, 
which includes the contrasted saying that that higher degree 
of prudence is not exercised, if they have to deal with others 
who are not of their own kind. With unerring sagacity they 
know, as is shown by that steward in his dealing with the 
debtors, how, in their relations to companions of their own 
stamp, to turn the advantage of the latter to their own proper 
advantage. On the other hand, in relation to the children 
of light, they are not in a condition for such prudent 
measures, because these are not available for the immoral 
adjustment of the selfish ends of those men, as was the 
case with those debtors who by their own dishonesty were 
serviceable to the dishonest sagacity of the steward by the 
falsification of their bonds.' Kuinoel and Paulus, follow- 
ing older commentators, explain: in relation to their con- 


1 siz is therefore to be taken in the quite usual sense of : in reference to, but 
not to be twisted into: after the manner, or after the measure (Lahmeyer), and 
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temporaries. But how unmeaning would be this addition, 
and how neglected would be the emphatic tiv éavTov! 
Grotius, in opposition to the words themselves, explains: “ in 
rebus suis;” Wieseler: for the duration of their life, for the 
brief time of their earthly existence; Holbe: in their own 
manner, according to their own fashion. Comp. Schulz, Lange, 
and others: after their kind; de Wette, Eylau: in their 
sphere of life.— Moreover, eis 7. yev. «.7.r. is not to be 
referred to both classes of men (Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Brauns, and others), but merely to the 
viods T. Koop. T. (comp. Dettinger, as above, p. 60 f.), as the 
words themselves require it as well as the sense; for the 
prudence of the children of light ia general, not merely in 
their relation to those like them, is surpassed by that prudence 
which the children of the world know how to apply eds tyv 
yeveav THY éavTov. On such wisdom the latter concentrate 
and use their effort, whereas the children of light can pursue 
only holy purposes with moral means, and consequently (as 
sons of wisdom) must necessarily fall behind in the worldly 
prudence, in which morality is of no account. As, however, 
He also from them (xay® ipiv) requires prudence, Jesus says, 

Ver. 9, giving the application of the whole parable for 
His disciples who were present — kayo tyiv réyw, not: Kaye 
eyo vpiv; comp. on xi. 9. Kaye corresponds to the preced- 
ing 6 Kvptos, and byiv to Tov olKov. THs adix. As the master 
praised that steward on account of his prudence, so also must 
Z commend to yow an analogous prudent course of conduct, 
but in how much higher a sense !— troujoate éauvtois pidous 
K.7T.r.] provide for yourselves friends, ete. It is evident whom 
Jesus means by these friends from the final sentence, wa 
déEwvtat buds «7.4. Those who receive you, to wit, are the 
angels (Matt. xxiv. 31; Mark xiii. 27); and these are made 
Jriends of by the beneficent application of riches (comp. xv. 10 ; 


to be explained from the mode of expression : reasiv is “EAAnvas, and the like (sce 
Saupp, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 37). 

? An argument @ minori ad majus (‘si laudari potuit ille . . . quanto am- 
plius placent Domino,” ete. Augustine, comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Maldonatus, and others, including Ebrard, p. 424) is a pure 
importation. 
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Matt. xviii. 10, xxv. 31, xxiv. 31). Thus tney correspond to 
the ypewderrerais of the parable, but indirectly. Ambrose, 
at so early a period, has this true interpretation, and very 
recently Ewald. The reference to God (Wolf, Kuinoel, Niedner, 
and others) or to Christ (Olshausen), either alone or with the 
addition of the angels (see also Bleek), is not appropriate, since 
the reception into the Messiah’s kingdom is the duty of the 
ministering spirits, accompanied by whom the Lord appears 
in His glory (ix. 26). According to the wsual interpretation, 
those to whom deeds of love have been done, the poor, ete., are 
meant (so also Wieseler, Meuss, Lahmeyer), whose gratitude is 
earned as the steward has earned the gratitude of the debtors. 
But in this case ta déEwvtae twas must be subjected to a 
strained interpretation. See below. The éavrois, to yourselves, 
standing emphatically even before roujo. in B L R s* Tisch., 
corresponds to the idea that the (higher) analogy of an appli- 
cation jor their own use, as in the case of that steward, is to 
be admitted— é€« tod pap. Ths adic.) éx denotes that the 
result proceeds from making use of Mammon, Matthiae, p. 
1333; Bernhardy, p. 230; Ellendt, Lew Soph. I. p. 550 f. 
But Mammon, the idea of which is, moreover, in no way to be 
extended to the totality of the earthly life (Eylau), is not to be 
taken in this place as at ver. 13, personally (comp. on Matt. 
vi. 24), but as neuter, as at ver. 11, wealth. — Tis aduxias] 
Genitivus qualitatis, as at ver. 8: of the unrightcous Mammon. 
As at ver. 8 this predicate is attached to the steward, because 
he had acted unrighteously towards his lord, so here it is 
attached to wealth, because it, as in the case of that steward, 
serves, according to usual experience (comp. xviii. 24 f.), as an 
instrument of unrighteous dealing. The moral characteristic 
of the wse of it is represented as adhering to itsclf. Other 
explanations, instead of being suggested by the context, are 
read into the passage isolated from the context, to wit, 
that of Jerome, Augustine,’ Calvin, Olearius, Maldonatus, 
Lightfoot, Bertholdt, Rosenmiiller, Moller, Bornemann, and 

1 Still Augustine admits (Comment. in Ps. xlviii.) even the communistic 


interpretation : ‘‘quia ea ipsa iniquitas est, quod tu habes, alter non habet, tu 
abundas et alter eget.” This is foreign to the context. 
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others: opes injuste partae (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus : 
ws €& abixias Onoavpicbévta, Tis éx Tod py SiawepiSecOar Ta 
mepitta TovTov Tois mévnow); that of Drusius, Michaelis, 
Schreiter, Kuinoel, Wieseler, and others (comp. Dettinger and 
H. Bauer): opes fallaces, or wealth which .allures (Loffler, 
Koster); that of Paulus (Lueg. Handb.): that Mammon is 
designated as unrighteous towards the disciples, to whom he has 
communicated little; that of Schulz and Olshausen: opes 
impias (Olshausen: “the bond by which every individual is 
linked to the ai@y obtos and its .princes”); that of Heppe: 
that wealth is so designated as being no true actual pos- 
session (ver. 11); and others. Moreover, a hidden irony 
(Eylau) against an Ebionitic error of the disciples, as if they 
had imputed to what is earthly in itself the character of 
aé.xia, is remote from the words, since the predicate is taken 
from the conduct of the steward. There are analogous ex- 
pressions of the Targumists, im which the characteristic 
peculiarity of Mammon is given by means of a superadded 
substantive (as 1pws pon, pon yet); see in Lightfoot, p. 844. 
The value of the predicate tis aéux., so far as the structure of 
the discourse is concerned, seems to be, that this application 
of wealth for selfish advantage is entirely conformable to the 
improba indoles thereof, according to which it allows itself to 
be used, instead of only for the purpose of serving the interest 
of its possessor (Mammon), for the selfish advantage of those 
who have it to administer. The epithet is contemptuous. Ye 
cannot, considering its nature, better make use of so worthless 
a thing! Bornemann, Schol. p. 98 ff, and in the Stud. w. 
Krit. 1843, p. 116 ff, finds the whole precept troujoate x.7.X. 
to be in contradiction with the moral teaching of Christ, and 
conjectures: o¥ qoujoete x.T.r.. “non facietis (nolite facere) 
vobis anvicos ex opibus injuste collectis,” etc.,! without any trace 
in the evidence for the text. And the doubt of Bornemann is 

1 Bornemann assumes as the meaning of the parable: ‘‘ Pharisaeos Christus 
ait de alienis bonis liberales esse, idque sui commodi causa, atque eorum praefec- 
tos (dvépwxos rAovews, ver. 1) non modo hanec in subditis perversitatem et 
vitiositatem non vituperare et punire, sed etiam laudare prudentiam eorum et 


calliditatem. At suos id nunquam imitaturos esse Christus certo confidit,” ete. 
This interpretation is erroneous, if only for the reason, that the steward is 
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solved by tle consideration that (1) Jesus does not bid the 
disciples provide themselves with Mammon in a similar way 
to the steward (the steward did not provide himself with 
wealth at all, rather he bestowed it on the debtors, but for his 
own advantage), but to apply the riches which they, as having 
hitherto been ofxovoyot of Mammon, still had at their disposal, 
in a similar way to that steward, to make themselves friends ; 
(2) that Jesus requires of His disciples to forsake all (v. 27, 
xviii. 22 ff, comp. xil. 33) is the less in conflict with the 
passage before us, that at that time there were around Him so 
many publicans and sinners who had previously entered into His 
service (out of the service of Mammon), and for these the words 
of Jesus contained the command to forsake all just in the 
special form appropriate to the relations in which they stood. 
In respect of waOnras, ver. 1, we are not to conceive exclu- 
sively only of the Twelve, and of such as already had forsaken 
all ; (3) our text does not conflict with the context (ver. 13), 
as it rather claims in substance the giving up of the service 
of Mammon, and its claim corresponds to the ux OnoavpiferTe 
vuiv K.T.r., besides allowing the idea of laying up treasure in 
heaven (see iva Gtav xd. x.7..) to appear in a concrete form. 
— 6rav €xrelrn] (see the critical remarks) when i fats, i.e. 
when it ceases. Comp. xxii. 32; Heb.i.12 ; Xen. Hell. 1. 5. 2: 
éyov 6¢ Hew Tddavta TevtaKdata’ eav Sé Tada éxdiT K.T.r. 5 
1 Sam. ix. 7; 1 Mace. iii. 29, 45; Ecclus. xiv. 19, xlii. 24; 
and frequently in the LXX. and in the Apocrypha. This 6rav 
éxd. indeed corresponds to the point of the parable: étav 
petactae, ver. 4, but signifies in the application intended to 
be made—the catastrophe of the Parousia, at the appearance 
of which, in the oyfwa tod Koopou tovTov which precedes 
it, the temporal riches come to an end and cease to exist 
(vi. 24; Jas. v. 1 ff.; Luke xvii. 26 ff), whereas then the 
treasures laid up in heaven (Matt. vi. 20; Luke xi. 33, 
xviii. 22) occupy their place (comp. also 1 Tim. vi. 19), and 


liberal with the property of his own master. Consequently the Pharisees would 
be represented as liberal, not de bonis alienis, but with the property of their 
own chiefs. In general, however, it is decisive against Bornemann that no 
parable is intended to teach the opposite of itself, 
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the complete drarn of riches (Matt. xiii, 22) is revealed. 
This reference to the Parousia is required in the context by 
the aiwviovs oxnvas, whereby the setting up of the kingdom 
(here also conceived of as near) is referred to. The Lecepta 
éxdirnre' would mean: when ye shall have died (Plat. Legg. 
vi. p. 759 E, ix. p. 836 E; Xen. Cyr. viii. 7. 26; Isa. xi. 10, 
LXX:; Gen: xxv. 8, xlix. 33; Tob. xiv. 11; Zest. XIT, Pair. 
p. 529). But after death that which is first to be expected 
is not the kingdom of Messiah, or the life in heaven to which 
reference is usually made (even by Bleek), but the paradise in 
Sheol (ver. 22), to which, however, the predicate aiwyious is 
not appropriate (in opposition to Engelhardt). Moreover, Jesus 
could not refer His disciples to the condition after their death, 
since, according to the synoptic Gospels (and see also on John 
xiv. 3), He had placed the Parowsia and the setting up of 
the kingdom in the lifetime even of that generation” (Luke 
xxi. 32, ix. 27). Hence the Recepta is to be rejected even 
on these internal grounds, and to be traced to the idea of the 
later eschatology. The everlasting tabernacies correspond to 
the e¢¢ rods olxovs avtwy in the parable, ver. 4, and typically 
denote, probably in reference to the moveable tabernacles in the 
wilderness (comp. Hos. xii. 10; Zech. xiv. 16; Ps. exviii, 15), 
the kingdom of Messiah in respect of its everlasting duration. 
Thus God promises in 4 Esdr. u. 11: “Et dabo eis taber- 
nacula aeterna, quae praeparaveram illis,’ where, in accord- 
ance with the context, doubtless the kingdom of Messiah is 
meant. — dé€ovTas| not impersonal (Koster and others), but 
in respect of /Aovs, and according to the analogy of ver. 4, 
the Sriends provided are to be understood, consequently the 
angels (see above); comp. Ambrose. If irous be explained 


? Luther translates: ‘‘ when ye faint,” but explains this of dying, when ye 
‘* must leave all behind you.” Comp. Ewald (reading ?xac/rnrs) : when ye can 
no longer help yourselves, i.e. when ye die. Contextually Meuss refers (:xasianze) 
it to the last judgment; but with what far-fetched and artificial interpre- 
tation : ‘* quando emigratis, scil. e mammone iniquitatis, qui adhuc refugio 
vobis fuit ! ” 

? Hence also the reading which gives the singular ixAsian (Wieseler txaixrz) 
is not to be understood, with Wieseler : if he eaves you in the lurch (in death) ; 
which, apart from there being no de; expressed, would be very harsh. 
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as denoting men, the poor and the like, since the text hints 
nothing of a future elevation of these to the dignity of 
stewards (in opposition to Meuss), dé€wvras must be under- 
stood of the thankful and welcoming reception; but in this 
interpretation it would be strangely presupposed that the 
giror would be already in the everlasting habitations when 
the benefactors come thither, or there must somehow be under- 
stood a mediate déyer@a (Grotius: “ efficiant ut recipiamini”), 
wherein there would be especial reference to the meritorious- 
ness of alms (xi. 41, see especially Maldonatus and Hilgenfeld, 
the latter of whom recalls the prayer of the poor in the Pastor 
of Hermas); but for an interpretation of that kind there is, 
according to ver. 4, absolutely no justification, and as little 
for an explanation according to the idea contained in Matt. 
xxv. 40 (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Wieseler) ; comp. 
Luther (Pred.): “Men shall not do it, but they shall-be 
witnessses of our faith which is proved to them, for the sake 
of which God receives us into the everlasting habitations.” 
Luther, however, further adds appropriately that in this there 
is taught no merit of works. 


tEMARK.— The circumstance that Jesus sets before His 
disciples the prudence of a dishonest proceeding as an example, 
would not have been the occasion of such unspeakable mis- 
representations and such unrighteous judgments (most con- 
temptibly in Eichthal) if the principle : ob divacde beg dovAcves 
zai poouuva, ver. 13, had been kept in view, and it had been . 
considered accordingly that even the wadyrai, in fact, by benefi- 
cent application of their property, must have acted unfaithfully 
towards Mammon in order to be faithful towards their contrasted 
Master, towards God. In this wnfaithfulness their prudence 


1 Hence also the expedient which many have adopted of maintaining that 
attention is not directed to the morality of the steward’s conduct, but only to 
the prudence in itself worthy of imitation (see Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, 
Loffler, Bleck, and many others) must be regarded as mistaken, as on general 
grounds it is unworthy of Christ. The unfaithfulness which is represented is 
manifested towards Mammon, and this was intended to appear to the disciples 
not merely as prudence, but also as duty. Hence also there was no need for 
attempting to prevent the misunderstanding, that for a good end an evil means 
was commended (which Koster finds in vv. 10-13). Ebrard (on Olshausen, 
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was to consist, because that was the way to attain for them- 
selves the Messianic provision. If further objection has been 
taken on the ground that in the expedient of the steward no 
special prudence is contained, it is to be considered that the 
doctrinal precept intended at ver. 9 claimed to set forth just 
such or a similar manifestation of prudence as the parable 
contains. On the other hand, the device of a more complicated 
and refined subtlety would not have corresponded with that 
simple doctrine which was to be rendered palpable, to make to 
themselves friends of the unrighteous Mammon, etc. 

Vv. 10-12. These verses give more detailed information 
regarding the precept in ver. 9. “ Without the specified appli- 
cation of the possessions of Mammon, to wit, ye cannot receive 
the Messianie riches.” This is shown, on the ground of a 
general principle of experience (ver. 10) from a twofold 
specific peculiarity of both kinds of wealth, by the argument 
a minori ad majus.—The faithful in the least is also faithful in 
much; and the unrighteous in the least is also unrighteous 
in much’—a locus communis which is to be left in its 
entire proverbial generality. It is fitted for very varied 
application to individual cases. For what special conclusion 
it is here intended to serve as a major proposition is contained 
in ver. 11f.—uoros év éday. is conceived as one united: 
idea. Comp. on Gal. iii. 26; Eph. iv. 1.— Ver. 11. Ln the un- 
righteous Mammon (here also neuter, and altogether as in ver. 
9) those are faithful who, according to the precept in ver. 9, 
so apply it that they make for themselves friends therewith. 
This faithfulness is meant not from the standpoint of the 
mammon-mind, but of the divine mind (ver. 13). — éyéveo Oe] 
have become, before the Messianic decision an expression of 
the moral development. — 70 adnOwov] placed first as a more 
emphatic contrast to év T@ adixkm pap. (comp. ix. 20, xxiii. 


p- 678 f.) says: that the dishonest steward is not so much a symbol as an in- 
stance of a man who, in the sphere of unrighteousness and sin, practises the virtue 
of prudence ; that from him the Christian was to learn the practice of prudence, 
but in the sphere of righteousness. But thus the contrast in which the point 
would lie is first of all put into the passage. 

1 Views in harmony with vy. 10 and 12 occur in Clem. Cor. ii. 8; but to con- 
clude therefrom that there is a relationship with the gospel of the Egyptians 
(Késtlin, p. 223) is very arbitrary. 
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31): that which is true, which is not merely a wealth that is 
regarded as such, but (“Jesus loquitur e sensu coelesti,” 
Bengel) the ideally real and genuine riches (comp. on John 
i. 9), ie. the salvation of the kingdom of Messiah, Observe the 
demonstrative force of the article. De Wette, Bleek, and 
many others, following older writers, wrongly understand the 
spiritual wealth, the Spirit; compare Olshausen: “ heavenly 
powers of the Spirit.” It must be that which previously was 
symbolized by the reception into the everlasting habitations ; 
hence also it cannot be “the revealed truths, the Gospel” 
(Ewald), or “the spiritual riches of the kingdom of heaven” 
(Wieseler), the “ gifts of grace” (Lahmeyer), and the like. The 
objection against our view, that mucrevoes is not in harmony 
with it (Wieseler), is not fatal, comp. xix. 17. The contrast 
indeed is not verbally complete (@dccoyv . . . Sikavov), but sub- 
stantially just, since anything that is unrighteous cannot be 
To adnOuvov, but the two are essentially in contrast. — Ver. 12. 
év T® addoTpio] another specific attribute of the temporal 
riches, in what is alien, i.e. in that which belongs to another. 
For ye are not the possessor, but Mammon (in the parable the 
rich man whose wealth the ofcovojos did not possess, but only 
managed). Altogether arbitrary is the spiritualizing explana- 
tion of de Wette, that it is “ what does not immediately belong 
to the sphere of light and Spirit” (comp. Lahmeyer), as well 
as that of Holbe, “in the truth which belongs to God.” The 
contrary: TO bpérepor, that which is yous, by which again is 
characterized not spiritual wealth, but the salvation of the 
Messianic kingdom,—to wit, as that which shall be the property 
of man, for that is indeed the hereditary possession, the 
KXnpovowia (Acts xx. 32; Rom. viii. 17; Gal. iii, 18; Eph. 
i. 14; Matt. xxv. 34, and elsewhere), the treasure laid up by 
him in heaven (Matt. vi. 19-21), his zroAétevya in heaven 
(Phil. iii. 20), not a mere possession by stewardship of that 
which belongs to another as its owner, as is the case in respect 
of earthly wealth. It is an arbitrary interpolation in H. Bauer, 
op. cit. p. 540 f., who understands eddyuerov and addorprov 
as the duos pap. of the legal condition, to which is to be 
attributed no absolute significance. 
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Ver. 13. A principle which does not cohere with what 
follows (Holtzmann), but proves as indubitable the denial 
which is implied in the previous question: “ye shall in the 
supposed case not receive the Messianic salvation.” Ye are, 
to wit, in this case servants of Mammon, and cannot as such 
be God’s servants, because to serve two masters is morally 
impossible. Moreover, see on Matt. vi. 24. 

Vv. 14, 15. The mocking sneer (€xuuxtnpifev, xxiii. 35 ; 
2 Sam. xix. 21; Ps. ii. 4, xxxiv. 19; 3 Esdr. 1. 53) of the 
Pharisees, who indeed so well knew their pretended sanctity 
to be compatible with their striving after temporal possessions, 
Jesus, in ver. 15, discloses at its sowrce, which was the self- 
conceit of their righteousness. wdpels éote «.7.r., ye are the 
people who make yourselves righteous (i.e. declare yourselves as 
righteous) before men. Contrast: the divine Sixalwors as it 
especially became the substance of the Pauline Gospel... The 
Pharisee in the temple, xviii. 11 f., gives a repulsive illustra- 
tion of the dicasodv éavtov, and he even ventures it in the 
presence of God.—6te To év advOparos inp. K.7.r.] since, 
indeed, that which is lofty (standing in high estimation) among 
men is an abomination before God. Comp. Ps. cxxxvi. 6. 
Thence it is plainly evident that God knows your (evil) hearts, 
otherwise that which is lofty among men would also be highly 
esteemed with Him, and not appear as an abomination. This 
generally expressed judgment of God has as its concrete back- 
ground the seemingly holy condition of the Pharisees, and 
hence is not indeed to be arbitrarily limited (multa, quae, etc., 
Kuinoel); but, moreover, neither is it to be pressed to an 
absolute and equal application to all, although in relative 
variation of degrees it is valid without exception. Schleier- 
macher and Paulus find a concealed reference to Herod Antipas ; 
but this without the slightest hint in the connection could not 
possibly present itself to the hearers; the less that even ver. 
18 cannot be referred to the relation of Herod to Herodias 


1'To attribute 3xa:civn as the fundamental demand of Christianity to the 
influence of Pharisaism on the development of Christ (see especially, Keim, Der 
Geschichtl. Chr. p. 35) is the more doubtful, as this fundamental thought 
prevails throughout the whole Old Testament. 
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(see already Tertullian, c. Marc. iv. 34), since this latter was 
not forsaken by Philip, but had separated herself arbitrarily 
from him. 

Vv. 16, 17. The sequence of thought is: after Jesus had 
declared His judgment on His adversaries, according to which, 
moreover, they belong to the category of the BdéAuypya évetriov 
7. Ocod, He now tells them on the ground of what standard 
this judgment has reference to them, namely, on the ground of 
the Mosaic law (comp. John v. 45), of which not the smallest 
element should lose its validity by the fact that since John 
the kingdom of the Messiah was announced, and every man 
endeavoured forcibly to come into it. The stress les on ver. 
17, and ver. 16 is preparatory, but finds its motive in the fact 
that the announcement of the kingdom, and the general en- 
deavour after the kingdom which had begun from the time of 
John, might easily throw upon Jesus the suspicion of putting 
back the old principle, that of the law, into the shade. But 
no; no single cepaia of the law fails, and that is the standard 
according to which ye are an abomination in the sight of God." 
The want of connection is only external, not in the sequence of 
thought, and hence is not, as with Schulz, Strauss, and de 
Wette (comp. also Bleek), to be referred to mistaken recollec- 
tions from Matthew. Already the source of Luke’s account of 
the journey had here operated in vv. 16-18, which in Matthew 
has its historical position. Luke follows his source of infor- 
mation, but it is not without plan that he has supplemented 
from the Zogia (Holtzmann), nor has he pieced the passages 
together like mosaic (Weizsiicker). — 6 vopos x. of mpopijrar 
éws Iwavv.} We are not to supply (following Matt. xi. 13) 
mpoepytevoav (Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others), but 
from what follows (see Kiihner, II. p. 605), é«npvacorto.” 


1 Grotius and others assume as the connection: ‘‘Ne miremini, si majora 
dilectionis opera nunc quam olim exigantur ; id enim postulat temporum ratio. 
. .. Mosis et prophetarum libri. . . functi sunt velut puerorum magisterio ; . 

a Johanne incipit aetas melior,” etc. Against this is ver. 17, and, in general 
(comp. Calovius), the manner in which Jesus honours the law (comp. ver. 31). 

2 Others supplement 4izay (de Wette, comp. Ewald), which likewise is allow- 
able, and instead of this Theophylact, correctly explaining, places «x rév 
xaspov. Inthe place of the Old Testament preaching has now appeared since 
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As the law and the prophets were announced down to the time 
of John, so from that time onwards (even through John him- 
self) the joyful tidings of the kingdom of the Messiah appeared, 
and with what result! Every man’ presses forcibly into it ; 
“vi ingruit pia,’ Bengel. Comp. Xen. Cyr. iil. 3. 69: e& Kai 
BiacawTo elow ; Thucyd.i. 63. 4: BudoacBan és thy Totidacay, 
vil. 69.4: BidcacOar és to &&w. See on Matt. xi. 12.— 
mecetiv| to fall into decay, with reference to its obligation, the 
opposite of remaining in force. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 8; Rom. 
ix. 6; Ruth ii. 18; Judith vi. 9, and elsewhere; Herod. vii. 
18; Plat. Hut. p. 14 D. Moreover, see on Matt. v. 18.— 
The vopos, ver. 17, is not to be taken in any other sense than 
in ver. 16 (in opposition to Volkmar, p. 208, who understands 
the moral law contained in the legal code); but assuredly the 
continuance here declared, the remaining in force of the vopos, 
is referred to its ideal contents. The reading of Marcion: tov 
Aoyav pov, instead of Tod vowov, is not the original text, as 
though Luke had transposed Matt. v. 18 into its opposite, 
but an inappropriate dogmatic alteration (in opposition to 
Baur, Hilgenfeld). Comp. Ritschl in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, 
p- 351 f.; Kostlin, p. 303 f.; Zeller, Apost. p. 15 f.; Franck 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p. 311 f; Volkmar, p. 207 ff, 
whose conjecture, TAv Aoywv Tod Oeod, is, moreover, quite super- 
fluous. Against the supposed antinomianism of Luke, see 
generally Holtzmann, p. 397; Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 157 f. 
Ver. 18. See on Matt. v. 32, xix. 9. Of what Christ has 
just said of the continual obligation of the law he now gives 
John the New Testament preaching. But thereby the annulling of the law is 
not declared (in opposition to Baur, according to whom Luke must have trans- 
formed the words of Matt. xi. 13 to this meaning), but, as ver. 17 shows, the 
obligation of the law is established in a higher sense. This is also in opposition 
_to Schenkel, p. 385, who, mistaking the connection, considers ver. 17 as an 
assertion of the Pharisees, and ver. 18 as its confutation, but that already Luke 
himself has ceased to perceive the relation between the two verses. Nay, 
Schenkel even strikes at Matt. v.18f. Keim rightly says that Jesus nowhere 


in the synoptic Gospels has declared the abolition of the law. See his Geschichit. 
Chr. p. 57 f. 

1 A popular expression of the general urgency. Hence ras is neither to be 
pressed, nor, with Bengel, to be supplemented by GiaZsuevos. Moreover, BitZeras 
is not to be taken of that ‘‘quod fieri debeat” (so Elwert, Quaest. et observatt. 
ad philol. sacr. 1860, p. 20). 
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an isolated example, as Luke found it here already in his 
original source. For the choice of this place (not the original 
one) a special inducement must have been conceived of, which 
Luke does not mention ; perhaps only, in general, the remem- 
brance of the varieties of doctrine prevailing at that time on 
the question of divorce (see on Matt. xix. 3); perhaps, also, 
the thought that among those Pharisees were such as had done 
that which the verse mentions (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus). 
—The saying, however, in the mind of Jesus, serves as a 
voucher for the obligation of the law without exception, on the 
ground of Gen. 11. 24. See on Matt. xix. 4 ffi; Mark xvi. 6 ff. 
Olshausen explains this of spiritual fornication,’ that what 
God had joined together (7.e. the law according to its everlast- 
ing significance, ver. 17), the Pharisees had arbitrarily loosed 
(in that they loved money and wealth more than God), and 
that which God had loosed (ic. the Old Testament theocracy 
in its temporary aspect, ver. 16), they wished to maintain as 
obligatory, and had thus practised a twofold spiritual adultery. 
How arbitrary, without the slightest hint in the text! The 
supposed meaning of the second member would be altogether 
without correspondence to the expressions, and the Pharisees 
might have used the first member directly for their justifica- 
tion, in order to confirm their prohibition of any accession to 
the Gospel. As to the obviousness of the exception which 
adultery makes in reference to the prohibition of divorce, see 
on Matt. v. 32. 

Ver. 19. After Jesus in vv. 15-18 has rebuked the 
Pharisees, He now justifies in opposition to them the doctrines, 
vv. 9-13,o0n account of which they had derided Him,-—show- 
ing them in the following fictitious doctrinal narrative (which 
is not, as with Hengstenberg, to be transferred to the repast 
of Bethany) to what riches lead if they are not applied in the 
manner prescribed in ver. 9, to the oeiv éavtd didrovs. 


1 Comp. also H. Bauer, op. cit. p. 544, who thinks the meaning is that Israel 
is not to separate himself from the Mosaic law, and not to urge it upon the 
heathens. 

2 The opinion, that by the rich man is meant Herod Antipas (Schleiermacher, 
Paulus), is a pure invention. 


CHAP. XVI. 19, Vso 


Comp. Theophylact. De Wette (comp. Holtzmann) wrongly 
denies all connection with what goes before, and finds set 
forth only the thought: Blessed are the poor ; woe to the rich 
(vi. 20, 24), so that there is wanting any moral view of 
the future retribution, and hence the suspicion arises that 
in the first portion, vv. 19-26, “the well-known pre- 
judice” of Luke, or of his informant, against riches and in 
favour of poverty, is arbitrarily introduced. Comp. Schwegler, 
I. p. 59; also Késtlin, p. 271, and Hilgenfeld, according to 
whom the parable no longer appears in its primitive form, and 
must have received from Luke an appendix hostile to the 
Jews. The moral standard of the retribution is at ver. 27 ff., 
so emphatically made prominent’ that it is unreasonable to 
separate it from the first part of the narrative, and (Strauss, I. 
p. 632; comp. Schwegler, Baur, Zeller) to speak of the Hssenc- 
like contempt of riches (Josephus, Bedd. ii. 8. 3). — 5€] transi- 
tional, but to put the matter now, so as to act wpon your will, 
etc. See above. — cali évedidvox.] a simple connective link, 
where the periodic style would have turned the phrase by 
means of a relative, as is done subsequently in ver. 20.— 
, / ° . 

mopoup. x. Stoo.) His upper garment was of purple wool, his 
underclothing of Egyptian byssus (white cotton), which among 

1 See also H. Bauer in Zeller’s Theol. Jahrb. 1845, 3, p. 525, who, however, 
understands by the rich man the Jewish popular rulers, and by Lazarus the poor 
Jewish Christians (Ebionites), to the assistance of whom, in their bodily needs, 
the Gentile Christians (the x#ves) had come (Acts xi. 29f., xxiv. 17, and else- 
where). Such forced interpretations readily occur if the parable is to be 
explained according to assumed tendencies of the author. Zeller in the T’heol. 
Jahrb. 1848, p. 83 f., explains riches and poverty in the parable before us in a 
spiritual sense of Judaism and heathenism ; according to Schwegler, however, 
the similitude is, at least from ver. 27 onward, carried on in the anti-Judaic 
sense. Baur is of the same opinion, and lays stress upon the manner in which 
the conclusion exhibits the relation of the Jews (who did not believe in the 
risen Christ) to Christianity ; comp. also Hilgenfeld, Evang. p. 201f. Weiz- 
sicker also finds in it the influence of Ebionitic ideas. Comp. on ver. 1, xv. 11. 
But in his opinion (see p. 215) the parable concerning Lazarus received a wider 
development, according to which it now typifies the unbelieving Judaism, which 
does not allow itself to be converted by Moses and the prophets, and does not 
believe, moreover, in the risen Christ ; the rich Judaism as opposed to the poor 
Jewish Christianity (comp. p. 502). Thus, moreover, the whole parable, as 


given by Luke, is turned into a terepov xporepov on the ground of the abstractions 
of church history. 
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the Hebrews was frequently used for delicate and luxurious 
materials. — Jesus does not give any name for the rich man, 
which is not to be taken, as by many of the Fathers, as a sug- 
gestion of reproach (Kuthymius Zigabenus refers to Ps. xv. 4), 
and in general, the absence of the name is to be regarded as 
unintentional ; for the poor man, however, even a significant 
name readily presented itself to the sympathy of Jesus. Tradi- 
tion calls the rich man Nuvevys, which, according to a Scholiast, 
appeared also in certain MSS. ; as, moreover, the Sahidic version 
has the addition: cujus erat nomen Nineue. 

Vv. 20,21. In view of the significance of the name, we 
can the less conclude, with Calvin and others, following 
Tertullian, that this is an actual history, since even at so early 
a period Theophylact describes the occurrence of the circum- 
stances as avontws.' Aafapos, we. “ry, abbreviated for “IYER, 
Deus auxilium, as frequently also among the Rabbins. See 
Lightfoot on John xi. 1. Not: W N?, ausilio destitutus 
(Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others). But that any 
kind of confusion with the Lazarus from Bethany had arisen 
(de Wette) is a quite arbitrary conjecture. Just as ground- 
less, moreover, is it either to doubt of the historical reality 
of the Lazarus of the fourth Gospel and his resurrection, 
because of the Lazarus of the parable being fictitious; or, on 
the other hand, to support this historical character by the 
assumption that Jesus in the parable referred to the actual 
Lazarus (Hengstenberg). The two men called Lazarus have 
nothing to do with one another. The name which the 
Lazarus of Bethany actually bore is here a symbolically chosen 
name, and how appropriate it is! — €BéBAyTo] not: was laid 
down (Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), but pluperfect, had been 
thrown down. The poor sick man had been cast down there 
in order to procure for him what fell from the rich man’s 
table. Even in Matt. viii. 6, ix. 2, the idea is not merely 
that of lying, but of being cast down. -— mpos tov mudova] 
there at the gate (see on Matt. xxvi. 71), which led from the 
mpoavdov into the house. The form efAKwpévos (Lachmann, 


1 Nevertheless, the houses of the rich man and of Lazarus are still shown to 
this day on the Via dolorosa (Robinson, I. p. 387), 
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Tischendorf), aflicted with ulcers (from éAKdw), is convincingly 
attested, and that in opposition to the usage elsewhere (Eur. 
Ale, 878: frKkwoev; Plut. Phoc. 2: Ta AK@péva); but it was 
probably formed by Luke, according to the analogy of the 
augment of €Axw and éAxvw (Lobeck, Paral. p. 35 f.).— 
Ver. 21. émiOupadr] desiring, craving after it. Whether he 
received of what fell or not is left undecided by the expression 
in itself, and de Wette (comp. Bleek) leaves the matter as it 
is, there being, as he thinks, nothing at all said about what 
was done or not done, but only about a lot and a condition. 
But the following adda Kol «.7.r. shows that the craving was 
not satisfied, which, moreover, presents itself a priort according 
to the purpose of the description as the most natural thine. 
The addition borrowed from xv. 16: Kal ovdels €diS0u adra, in 
min. and vss., after 7Aovciov, is hence (comp. xv. 16) a gloss 
correct in sense.— GANA Kal ot KUvEs K.T.A.] but, instead of 
being satisfied, even still (kai,see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 134) 
the dogs came, etc. An aggravation of the misery, and that too 
not merely as depicting the negative evil of neglect (adda Kai 
épnuos Tav Yeparevodvtwy, Theophylact; comp. Euthymius 
Zigabenus), but also positively: the unclean beasts and their 
licking (€7éAevyov) aggravating the pain of the helpless 
creature! According to others (Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Wetstein, Michaelis, and others, including Kuinoel, Paulus, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek), even the dogs 
appeared to have compassion upon him. So also Klinckhardt, 
super parab. de hom. divite et Lazaro, Lips. 1831. But the idea 
of contrast which aAdXa@ must introduce would not thus be 
made prominent, nor the accwmulation which xai indicates, 
nor would the whole strength of the contrast between 
vy. 21, 22 remain. According to Bornemann, the meaning 
is: ob povov éyoptdcOn ... adda Kal x.7.r., “egestati ejus 
micae de divitis mensa allatae, vulneribus succurrebant canes.” 
This is opposed to the purpose of the doctrinal narrative, to 
which purpose corresponds rather the unmitigated greatness 
of the suffering (ver. 25 ; moreover, the rich man’s suffering in 
Hades is not mitigated). 

Vv. 22, 23. ’ArevexOjvat avtov] not his soul merely (“ non 
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possunt ingredi Paradisum nisi justi, quorum animae eo 
feruntur per angelos,” Targum on Cantic. iv. 12), but the 
dead person who is not buried (as the rich man was, ver. 23), 
but instead thereof 2s carried away by the angels (“ antequam 
egrederentur socii ex hac area, mortui sunt R. Jose et R. 
Chiskia et R. Jesa; et viderunt, quod angeli sancti eos de- 
portarent in illud velum expansum,” Jdra Rabba, 1137 f.), and 
that too into Abraham’s bosom, where he lives once more and 
is blessed (ver. 24 f.). Ewald also, and Schegg, hold the 
correct view. The wsual device, that the burial of the poor 
man was left without mention, as being worthy of no consi- 
deration, is an evasion, the more arbitrary in proportion as the 
narrative is a fictitious one, the doctrine of which indeed concerns 
only the condition of the souls in Hades, while its concrete 
poetic representation concerns the whole man ; hence Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. I. p. 359, mistaking very inconsiderately the poetic 
character of the description, calls our explanation folly. — eis 

\ / ’ . 
tov Kodm. ABp.] omas Sy pna, among the Rabbins also a 
frequent sensuous representation of special blessedness in 
Paradise,’ where the departed referred to are in intimate 
fellowship with the patriarch who loves them (resting on his 
breast). Comp. Wetstein. See also 4 Macc. xiii. 16, where 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob receive the dead into their bosom. 
The xoAm. Ap. is therefore not of the same import as Paradise, 
xxill. 43, but Abraham is in Paradise (comp. on John viii. 56), 
and has there received Lazarus to his bosom. The representa- 

1 Not of the heavenly blessedness, in respect of which the xsaaes *ABp. has 
been made into ‘‘sinus gratiae divinae, in quem Abraham pater credentium 
receptus est’ (Calovius). In this way dogmatic theology is at no loss to come to 
terms with exegesis, maintaining that the sinus Abrahae is not to be understood 
subjectively, ‘‘ quasi ab Abrahamo et in ipsius sinu receptus Lazarus sit” (and 
this is nevertheless the only correct view), but objectively, as that bosom which 
‘* Abrahamum cen objectum fovet in complexu suo.” Even Lechler in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 820 f., doubts that an abode of Abraham in Hades may 
be meant ; but without sufficient reason. His reason, at least,—that the angels 
elsewhere bring about the intercourse between earth and heaven, not between 
earth and Sheol,—is not to the purpose. For the angels have also, in the passage 
before us, the service of mediation between heaven and earth; they are sent 
from heaven to the earth to bear Lazarus into Abraham’s bosom in the paradise 


of Sheol. The reveries of the later Jews about the angels in the lower ae 
see in Eisenmenger, IJ, p. 309 If. 


CHAP. XVI. 22, 23. 237 


tion of a repast (Grotius, Bengel, Michaelis, Kuinoel, and 
others) does not belong to this place, but refers to the Mes- 
sianic kingdom (Matt. viii. 11).— «ai érady] so that there- 
fore it was not with him as it was with Lazarus, who was 
carried by the angels, etc. It is usually supposed by way of 
addition to this: splendidly, in accordance with his position, 
and the like. This is purely arbitrary. — Ver. 23. Hades 
corresponds to the Hebrew Sheol, which in the LXX. is trans- 
lated by aédys, and hence denotes the whole subterranean 
place of abode of departed souls until the resurrection, divided 
into Paradise (xxiii. 43) for the pious, and Gehenna for the 
godless. Ruth R.i.1: “Ili descendunt in Paradisum, hi 
vero descendant in Gehennam.” That ans in itself does not 
mean the place of punishment alone—hell, although the con- 
text may bring with it the reference thereto, is very clearly 
evident in the New Testament from Acts ii. 27,31." This is 
in opposition to West in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1858, p. 265. 
From the Old Testament, compare especially Gen. xxxvul. 39. 
The reward and punishment in Hades is a preliminary one 
until the full retribution after resurrection and judgment. The 
upper Paradise, which is in heaven, is not to be confounded 
with that lower one. See on 2 Cor. xii. 3 f. — &v To &bn]| which 
region of Hades is meant, is shown by the context. Moreover, 
let it be observed that the poetry of the narrative transfers 
even the rich man as to his whole person to Hades, see ver. 24, 
whither he, however, comes down from the grave.? — émapas T. 
op0. opad °ABp.] for “ Paradisus et Gehenna ita posita sunt, ut 
ex uno in alterum prospiciant,” Midr. on Eccles. vii. 14. Para- 
dise is not conceived of as higher in situation (see, on the other 
hand, ver. 26), but the rich man in his torment has not yet 


1 Comp. Giider in Herzog’s Hncyklop. V. p. 442, and see Grotius on the 
passage. 

2In view of the poetic character of these representations, it is very pre- 
carious (see Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. p. 429 ff.) to seek to gather from them 
anything on the constitution of a psychical body in the intermediate state (to 
give instruction on which subject is not at all the purpose of the narrative). 
Scripture (even 2 Cor. y. 1 ff.) leaves us without any disclosure on this point ; 
hence all the less are we to give heed to declarations of clairyoyants, and to 
theosophic and other kind of speculations. 
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until now lifted up his eyes in order to look around him, 
beyond his nearest neighbourhood. —-év rots xoArous] the 
plural, as is often the case also in the classical writers since 
Homer. 

Ver. 24. Kai avzos] and he, on his part, as opposed to the 
patriarch and to Lazarus. — The poetical discourse as it 
advances now gives us a conversation from the two parts of 
Hades (for Rabbinical analogies, see in Lightfoot, p. 864 f), 
in which, however, the prayer for the service of Lazarus is not 
on the part of the rich man continued presumption * (Lange, L. 
J. II. 1, p. 394: “that Lazarus was to be sent on an errand 
for him”), but finds its motive simply in the fact that it is 
precisely Lazarus whom he sees reposing on Abraham’s bosom. 
The text does not go further, but leaves to be felt with sufficient 
profundity what is the humiliating reversal of the relation 
(that the despised beggar was now to be the reviver of the 
rich man).— 70 a@«pov 7. daxt.] even only such a smallest 
cooling, what a favour it would be to him in his glowing heat ! 
Lange grotesquely conjectures that he asks only for such a 
delicate touching, because he had seen Lazarus in the impurity 
of his sores. In his condition he certainly had done with such 
reflections. — tatoos] Genitivus muteriae. See Bernhardy, 
p. 168; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 148 [E. T. 170]. 

Ver. 25. Téxvoy] an address of sympathizing patriarchal 
love. — The emphasis of the refusal lies on améXaBes, which 
is hence placed first: that thou hast received thy good 
things; there is nothing more in arrear for thee as thy due 
acquittance (see on xviii. 30), hence to thy lot cannot fall 
the refreshing craved. Compare the améyew tiv mapdKdy- 
ow, vi. 26. If the rich man had not used his treasures for 
splendour and pleasure, but charitably for others (ver. 9), he 
would, when that splendour and pleasure had passed away 
from him, have still retained as arrears in his favour the hap- 
piness which he had dispensed with. — 1a ayaa cov] ie. the 
sum of thy happiness. — opoiws] ic. arédaBev év Th Soh avrod. 
— 7d xaxd] ie. the sum of the evil, corresponding by way of 
contrast to the ta aya0a cov. Observe that avrod is not 

1 Comp. also Bengel: ‘‘ Adhuc vilipendit Lazarum heluo.” 
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added. — viv S€ x.7.r.] but now, the reversed condition! He 
has the happiness left in arrear for him; thou, the sufferings 
left in arrear for thee! That Lazarus is not to be conceived 
of as simply a poor man and unfortunate, but as a pious man, 
who, without special deserving, is a suffering victim, is plain 
by virtue of the contrast from the unconverted state of 
the rich man, which brought him into Gehenna, ver. 28 ff. 
He was one of those to whom applied the waxdpuos of rrwyxoi 
K.T.r., Vi. 21. Only this is not to be concluded from the 
silence of Lazarus before the rich man’s door and in the bosom 
of Abraham (Lange: “ a princely proud, silent beggar—a 
humble blessed child of God without self-exaltation in the 
bosom of glory ”), for the chief person, and therefore the speaker, 
is the rich man. — Tapaxaneitat] see on Matt. v.4; 2 Thess. 
ii. 16. The notion that the earthly happiness of the rich man 
had been the recompense for his twa dapetyv, and the misery 
of Lazarus the punishment for his twa xaxiav (Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Theophylact; comp. Rabbins in Wetstein), is an 
incongruous reflection. 

Ver. 26. "Emi mace tovtous] Moreover, in addition to all. 
Comp. ii. 20. See on Eph. vi 16, and Wetstein. There 
follows now after the argumentum ab aequo, ver. 25, still the 
argumentum ab impossibili for the non-compliance with the 
request. — ydopa] a yawning chasm, cleft, frequently found in 
the classical writers ; comp. ydova péya in the LXX. 2 Sam. 
xviii. 17. The idea of such a separation between the two 
portions of Hades does not occur among the Rabbins, among 
whom sometimes a separating wall is mentioned, sometimes it 
is said that the intervening space is only a hand, nay, only a 
thread in breadth. See Lightfoot, p. 857; Eisenmenger, 
Entdeckt. Fudenth. II. p. 314 i. The chasm belongs to the 
poetical representation ; the thought is the unalterable separa- 
tion. The reference to Hesiod, Theog. 740, where in Tartarus 
itself is a xacpa (comp. Eur. Phoen. 1599), is inappropriate. 
— éotnpixtar] is established, so that it is never again closed. 
— 6rws] purpose of the petaEd down to éotp. — dvaBfvar] 
pass over. — poe x.7.r.] omitting the article before éxe@@ev : 
and therewith they may not cross over thence to us. The subject 
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is self-evident. The Recepta ot éxeifev would have to be 
explained either, with Buttmann, by supplying @édovtes dia- 
Aivat, or as a case of attraction instead of of éxet éxetOer, 
Kiihner, II. p. 319. Comp. Plat. Cratyl. p. 408 D; Thue. 
viii. 107. 2. : 

Vv. 27-31. What riches lead to when they are not applied 
according to ver. 9, is shown vv. 19-26. In order, however, 
to escape from this perdition while there is still time, repent- 
ance is necessary, and for this the law and the prophets are the 
appointed means (comp. vv. 16,17); and, indeed, these are so 
perfectly sufficient that even the return of a dead person to 
life would not be more effectual. — Ver. 28. dws] Purpose of 
the sending; éyo ... added. is a parenthetic clause; his 
style is pathetic. — dvapaprtip.] that he may testify to them, to 
wit, of the situation in which I am placed, because I have not 
repented. “Opa mas b70 Tis KoAdcews eis cuvaicOnow HrOev, 
Theophylact. — Ver. 29. dxovedtwcav avtav] they should 
give heed (listen) to them !— Ver. 30. ovxt] nay! they will 
not hear them. The echo of his own experience gained in 
the position of secure obduracy !— amo vexpdv] belongs to 
mopev0y. — Ver. 31. ovd€ éav] not even (not at all), if — 
mecoOncovrat| not immediately mustevoovow (Vulg. Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, Luther, and others), but: they will be moved, 
will be won over, namely, to repent. — A reference to the 
resurrection of Jesus (Olshausen), or to the manifestation of 
Llias (Baumgarten-Crusius), is altogether remote, although the 
word of Abraham has certainly approved itself historically even 
in reference to the risen Christ. The illustration, moreover, 
by the example of Lazarus of Bethany, who brought intel- 
ligence from Hades, and whom the Jews would have killed, 
John xii. 10, is not to the point (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus), 
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Ver. 1. Instead of sot wy Elz. has merely u7. But rod is de- 
cisively attested. Tischendorf has the arrangement rod rd ox. 
pi, #0. following B L X 8; the usual order of the words was 
favoured because of Matt. xviii. 7.— oda? 62] B D L®, min. vss. 
Lachm. have Aj oda’, From Matt. xviii. 7.— Ver. 2. wircs 
éux6s] B D L®&, min. vss., including Vulg. It., have A/bog wurrmés. 
Recommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; 
the Recepta is from Matt. xviii. 6. — Ver. 3. 6¢] is wanting in 
BDLXvxs, min. vss. also Vulg. It. Condemned by Griesb., 
deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. A connective addition, in 
accordance with Matt. xviii. 15, from which place, moreover, 
eg of is intruded, in Elz. Scholz, after audéprn. — Ver. 4. audprz| 
Decisive authorities have duaprjon. Approved by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; éuéprz is a mechanical repetition 
from ver. 3.—The second ris juépas has such important evi- 
dence against it, that Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. have rightly deleted 
it. An exegetical addition to balance the previous clause. — 
After éiorpépy Elz. adds éz/ o¢. In any case wrong; since A B 
D LX aX8, min. Clem. have zpég oz (approved by Griesh., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), while EFGHKMSUVra, 
min. vss. Or. Dam. have nothing at all (so Griesb. Matth. 
Scholz). «pés o¢ is preponderatingly attested; it was variously 
supplied (é7/, eis) when passed over as superfluous. — Ver. 6. 
Instead of <iyere there is stronger evidence in favour of éyers 
(so Tisch.) ; the former is an emendation.— Ver. 7. dvdéceous] 
Between this form and dvérzoe (Matth. Lachm. Tisch.), the 
authorities are very much divided. The former was corrected 
by the latter as in xiv. 10.— Ver. 9. éxsivw] is not found in deci- 
sive witnesses ; deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for 
the sake of more precise statement, which, moreover, is accom- 
plished in Elz. by adding airg after diarayd. — od 60x] is wanting 
in B L X8, min. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Vere. Cypr. Bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. But how easily might the following 
esr become an occasion for the omission! For the addition 
just of these superfluous and yet peculiar words there was nu 
LUKE IL Q 
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reason. — Ver. 10. The second éz is wanting in A B DLX, 
min. Slay. Vulg. It. Or. and other Fathers. Suspected by 
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A connective addition. 
— Ver. 11. é:& wéoov] D has merely wéoo, which, dependent on 
dimpyero, 18 to be considered as an exegetic marginal note. The 
wéoov Written on the margin occasioned the readings 6: méoov 
(B Lx, 28, Lachm. [Tisch. 8]), which wsus loquendi is foreign to 
the New Testament, and dc& mwéoo (i. 13. 69, al.).— Ver. 23. 
Before the second iéob Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have 7, but in oppo- 
sition to B D K L XO, min. Slav. Vulg. ms. Theophylact. An 
addition, according to the analogy of Matt. xxiv. 23. Tisch. has 
the arrangement idod éxez dod wde, following B L, Copt., and in 
any case it occurred more naturally to the transcribers, partly 
on its own account, partly following ver. 21 and Matt. xxiv. 23, 
to place aée first. — Ver. 24. After goras Elz. has xai; bracketed 
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A very easily occurring addition 
(comp. ver. 26), which has preponderating evidence against it. 
Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 27.— év +7 juépay wirod] is, indeed, deleted 
by Lachm., but is wanting only in B D, 220, codd. of It., and 
is to be maintained. If it had been added, év +7 wapovoig airod 
would have been written, according to Matt. xxiv. 27, and this 
would have had not merely a few (248, codd. of It. Ambr.), but 
preponderating authorities. The omission may easily have 
arisen by means of the homoeoteleuton dvépwrOY ... airOY. 
— Ver. 27. &eyapuifovro] Lachm. Tisch., on preponderating evi- 
dence, have zyamiZovre. Rightly; the former is a kind of gloss, 
following Matt. xxiv. 38,— Ver. 30. Here also, as at vi. 23, ra 
avré is to be read, in accordance with B D K X 11 8** min. — 
Ver. 34 f. The articles before «is and before w/a in Elz. Tisch. 
(the second also in Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. 8]) have such strong 
evidence against them, that they appear to have been added, 
according to the analogy of 6 érspos and 4 érépa,— After ver. 
35 Elz. Scholz have (ver. 36): Avo goovras év ri dyp@’ 6 tig wapa- 
Anpbnoeras, x. 6 Erepog agednc. Against such decisive evidence, 
that we cannot suppose an omission occasioned by the homoeo- 
teleuton (Scholz), but an interpolation from Matt. xxiv. 24. 
—owaydjoovra: of deroi] Tisch. has xai of dsrol érsouvaydjoovras, 
on very important evidence. The ecepta is from Matt. 
xxiv. 28. 


Vv. 1—4. The Pharisees (xvi. 14) are despatched and dis- 
missed (xvi. 15-31), and Jesus now again turns Himself, as 
at xvi. 1, to His disciples, and that with an instruction and 
admonition in reference to oxdvdara, a subject which He 
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approached the more naturally that it was precisely the con- 
duct of the Pharisees which had occasioned the entire set 
of discourses (xv. 2), and especially had introduced the last 
portion (xvi. 14), that was of a very offensive nature to the 
disciples of Jesus, and might become injurious to their moral 
judgment and behaviour. Comp. already Theophylact. The 
course of the previous discourse therefore still goes on, and it 
is unfair to Luke to deny to the formula etre 5é «.7.r. the 
attestation of the point of time, and to maintain that there is 
no connection with the entire section, vv. 1-10 (de Wette, 
Holtzmann ; comp. Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel).— The con- 
tents of vv. 1-4 are of such a kind that these sayings, 
especially in a dissimilar form, might be used several times 
on various occasions (comp. Matt. xviii. 7, 6,15, 21f.). In 
the form in which Luke gives them, he found them in his 
original source of the journey.’ — avévdextov éote] equivalent 
to od« évdéyetat, xiii. 33, not preserved elsewhere than in 
Gregor. Cor. and Artem. Oneir. ii. 70. The expression évdex- 
Tov éote occurs in Apollonius, de Constr. p. 181, 10, de Adv. 
p. 544, 1.— 70d ph €dOciv] the genitive dependent on the 
neuter adjective used as a substantive (Kiihner, II. p. 122): 
the «impossible (impossibility) of their not coming occurs. 
Winer views it otherwise, p. 293 [E. T. 412]. — Avowrenc? 
auT@, et] wt is profitable for him, tf. In what follows 
observe the perfects, cast around, and he is thrown, by which 
the matter is declared as completed, and in its completion is 
made present. — 7] as xv. 7. — ta] than to deceive, ic. than 
if he remained alive to deceive. The being drowned is here 
conceived of as before the completion of the deceiving. Matthew 
has it otherwise, xviii, 6.— Tay wixpdv TovTwr] pointing to 
those present, not, however, children (Bengel and others), but 
disciples, who were still feeble, and therefore easily led astray, 
—little ones among the disciples, beginners and simple ones. 

1 According to Holtzmann (comp. Weisse), Luke attempts the return to Mark 
ix. 42 (Matt. xviii. 6), but finds the assertions of Mark ix. 43-47 ‘‘ too glaring 
and paradoxical.” But these assertions were already from the Logia too widely 
known and current for this ; and how wanting in motive would be that return, 


which still would not be carried out! Comp. Weiss in the Jahrb. 7. D. Theol. 
1864, p. 101. 
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According to xv. 1, 2, it is to be supposed that some of them 
at least were converted publicans and sinners. To explain 
the expression from Matt. xviii. 6 or x. 42 is not allowable, 
since there it has in its connection a reason for its insertion, 
which does not occur here.— Ver. 3. “ Considering that offences 
against the weak are thus inevitable and punishable, I warn 
you: Be on guard for yourselves, take care of yourselves lest 
offences occur in your own circle.’ Jn what way especially 
such offences are to be avoided, the following exhortation then 
declares, to wit, by indefatigable forgiving love, by that dis- 
position therefore which was, in fact, so greatly wanting to 
the Pharisees, that they could murmur, as at xv. 2. — dudpry] 
shall have committed a fault, namely, against thee, which the 
context proves by ddes avt@ and ver. 4.— émutip., avTe| 
censure him, émimdnkov adedgixds te kat SvopPwtixads, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus. Comp. 2 Tim. iv. 2.— émuotpéWy] a graphic 
touch, shall have turned round, i.e. shall have come back to 
thee (mpos ce belongs to this). He has previously turned 
away from him, and departed. — The representation by means 
of érraks «.7.X. (comp. Ps. cxix. 164) finds its justification 
in its purpose, to wit, to lay stress upon forgiveness as incap- 
able of being wearied out; hence we are not to think of the pos- 
sible want of principle of such an offender, nor to regard the 
expression either as a misunderstanding (Michaelis) or as a 
transformation from Matt. xvii. 21 f. (de Wette, Weiss). 
Whether ver. 4 stood in the Zogia after Matt. xviii. 15 is an 
open question, at least it does not form the necessary pre- 
supposition of Matt. xviii, 21. 

Vv. 5, 6. At the conclusion of the whole of the great set 
of discourses, now at length appear separately the Twelve (oi 
atoctonot, not to be identified with the wa@nrais in general, 
ver. 1, xvi. 1) with a special request. They feel that the 
moral strength of their faith in Jesus, ae. just the loving 
power of their faith, is not great enough for that great task 
which is just set them at ver. 4, and ask openly, and with 
entire confidence in His divine spiritual power, Give us more 
faith, i.e. stronger energetic faith! It is addition in the sense 
of intensifying the quality. To suppose a want of connection 
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(Paulus, Schleiermacher, de Wette, Holtzmann), would be 
justifiable only if it were necessary for miotis to mean belief 
in miracles (comp. Matt. xvil. 20); but this the answer in 
nowise requires. The answer, ver. 6, says: “ This your prayer 
shows that faith (which Jesus, indeed, conceives of in the 
ideal sense, as it ought to be) is still wholly wanting to you! 
If you had it even only in very small measure, instead of 
finding obedience to that rule too difficult, ye would undertake 
and see accomplished that even which appears impossible 
(which requires the highest moral power and _ strength).” 
According to the reading éyere (see the critical remarks) the 
idea changes. In the protasis the relation is simply stated, 
but the apodosis is conditioned by the idea that that which 
is stated 2s not, however, actually present. Comp. on 2 Cor. 
xi. 4; Kithner, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 15.1 — tayjxovcer] not 
again imperfect, but aorist: ye would say,...and it would 
have obeyed you (immediately even upon your saying). Comp. 
Xen. Anab. v. 8.13. On the mulberry tree, see Pliny, NW. #7. 
xiii. 14; Dioscor. i. 182. 

Vv. 7-10. To such efficiency will faith bring you, but 
guard yourselves withal from any claim of your own meri- 
toriousness! Thus, instead of an immediate fulfilment of their 
prayer, ver. 5, as conceived by them, Jesus, by the suggestion, 
quite as humbling as it was encouraging, that is contained in 
ver. 6, and by the warning that is contained in ver. 7 ff, 
opens up to His disciples the way on which He has to lead 
them in psychological development to the desired increase of 
faith. Here also Maldonatus, Kuinoel, de Wette, Neander, 
Bleek, Holtzmann deny the connection. — ds «.7.r.] €or is to 
be supplied before. — ev@éws] is connected by Erasmus, Beza, 
Calvin, de Wette, Bleek, and others with épe?. But that it 
belongs to what follows (Luther, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischen- 


1 Otherwise Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 483: ‘‘ Ye ask for an 
increase of your faith? Have ye then not enough? Verily, and if ye only had 
faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye would be able, if ye wished (i.e. if ye had 
confidence in your own faith,—the courage of faith,—or made the right use of 
your faith), to say to this fig tree,” etc. But the ‘‘if ye would” is interpolated ; 
the éy with tatyers simply signifies: in a case that may happen if the case of 
such a miraculous transplantation were supposed, 
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dorf, Ewald, and others) is indicated in the context by pera 
Tavta dayecat x.7.., which is the opposite of evOéws maper#. 
avatreca. As to avamecat, see on xiv. 10.— Ver. 8. adr’ 
ovyt «.7.r.] but will he not say to him? adda refers to the 
negative meaning of the foregoing question. See Kriiger, ad 
Anab. ii. 1.10; Kiihner, ad Mem. i. 2. 2. — ws hayw «.7.r.} 
until I shall have eaten and drunk, so long must the dcaxoveiy 
last. — dayeoau x. mleoat] futures. See Winer, pp. 81, 82 
[E. T. 109, 110].— Ver. 9. yu yapw eyer] still he does not 
feel thankful to the servant, does he? which would be the 
case if the master did not first have Himself served. On 
xapw éxet, comp. 1 Tim. i. 12; it is purely classical, Bremi, 
ad Lys. p. 152. 
Ver. 10. ottm Kai ipets «.7.d.] like the slave, to whom no 
thanks are due. We are not to supply éoré after tpets. — 
x petior unpr ofitable slaves. Comp. Xen. Mem. i. 2.54: 6 71 
axpeiov 7 Kai avadedés. On the contemptuous meaning, see 
Lobeck, ad Aj. 745. The point of view of this predicate? 

according to the context (see what follows), this, that the profit 
does not begin until the servant goes beyond his obligation. 
If he do /ess than his obligation, he is hurtful ; if he come up 
to his duty, it is true he has caused no damage, but still 
neither has he achieved any positive ypea, and must hence 
acknowledge himself a dedX0s aypetos, who as being such has 
no claims to make on his Lord for praise and reward. Judged 
by this ethical standard, the ypeia lies beyond the point of 
duty, for the coming up to this point simply averts the damage 
which, arising from the defect of performance, would otherwise 
accrue. The impossibility, however, even of coming up to this 
point not only excludes all opera supererogativa, but, moreover, 
cutting off a// merit of works, forms the ethical foundation of 
justification by faith. The meaning “ worthless” (J. Miiller, 
v. d. Siinde, I. p. 74) is not the signification of the word 
(any more than in LXX. 2 Sam. vi. 22, >t), but it follows 





1 Otherwise Matt. xxv. 80. The different reference in the two passages is 
explained from the relative nature of the conception. Bengel aptly says : 
‘* Miser est, quem Dominus servum inutilem appellat Matt. xxv. 30; beatus, 
qui se ipse. .. . Etiam angeli possunt se servos inutiles appellare Dei.” 
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at once from this. Moreover, the passage before us does 
not stand in contradiction to xii. 37, since the absence of 
merit on the part of man, by which Jesus here desires to 
humble him, does not exclude the divine reward of grace, by 
which in xii. 37 He encourages him. It is incorrect to say 
that Jesus promised to His disciples no other reward than that 
which is found in the fulfilment of duty itself (Schenkel). 

Vv. 11-19. The great discussion from xv. 1 onwards is now 
concluded. Now, before proceeding with his narration, Luke 
first gives into the readers hands again the thread of the 
account of the journey (comp. ix. 51, xiii. 22). According to 
de Wette, indeed, this is a confused reminiscence of the journey, 
and according to Schleiermacher an original introductory formula 
left standing by the compiler.— «at aitos] As to Kat, see on 
v.12. avtos: he on his part, independently of other travellers 
to the festival who were wont to travel direct through 
Samaria, Joseph. Antt, xx. 6. 1. — dia pécov Sapap. x. Tarr. ] 
According to the usage of pécov (with or without an article, 
see Sturz, Lex. Xen. III. p. 120) with a genitive, this may mean 
either through the midst of Samaria and Galilee (iv. 30; Jer. 
xxxvil. 4; Amos v. 17; Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 23), 
or through the strip of country forming the common boundary 
of Samaria and Galilee, i.e. between the two countries on the 
borders. So Xen. Anab.i. 4.4: d1a pécou (in the midst through 
between the two walls) 5& pet TovTwv wotapos; Plat. Leg. vii. 
p- 805 E. Comp. ava péoov, Ezek. xxii. 26; Judg. xv. 4; 
1 Kings v.12. The former (Vulg. and many others, includ- 
ing de Wette) is opposed to the context, since Samaria is 
named first, but the opevecOar eis ‘Iepovcadnp led first 
through Galilee." No; according to Luke, Jesus Himself jour- 


' According to this understanding Jesus must have journeyed, not southwards, 
but northwards, which Paulus and Olshausen actually suppose, understanding 
it of a subordinate journey from Ephraim (John xi. 54). But this is totally 
opposed to the direction (cis ‘Ispoue.) specified in the context, in respect of which 
Jesus is wrongly transferred already at x. 88 to Bethany. See onix. 51. Schleier- 
macher’s view of this passage is altogether untenable, as well as that of de Wette, 
according to whom (comp. Strauss, II. p. 202) the notice is only intended to 
explain the presence of a Samaritan, and therefore Sauepsias is put first. As 
though Luke would have written in such a thoughtless mechanical fashion! 


248 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


neyed in the midst, between (“in confinio,” Bengel), through the 
two countries, so that He kept on the boundary, having before 
Him on the south Samaria, on the north Galilee. See also 
Wetstein, Schleiermacher, Bleek, Hofmann, Weissag. wu. Erfiill. 
II. p. 113; Lange, Z. J. II. 2, p. 1065. His direction is to 
be regarded as from west to east, as in xviii. 35 He comes into 
the neighbourhood of Jericho. Now as Jericho is situated not 
far from the Jordan, but Luke says nothing of any passing 
over to Peraea (nevertheless Wetstein assumes this crossing 
over, which is said to have occurred at Scythopolis, so also 
Lichtenstein, p. 318), it is thus, according to Luke, to be 
assumed that Jesus journeyed across on the boundary of 
Samaria and Galilee eastward as far as the Jordan, and then 
passing downwards on the Jordan reached Jericho. A dis- 
agreement with Matthew and Mark, who make Him journey 
through Peraea. See on Matt. xix. 1.— That Yapapedas is 
named /irst, has its natural reason in the previous statement of 
the direction eis ‘Iepove., in accordance with which, in men- 
tioning the borders, Luke has first of all in view the forward 
movement corresponding to this direction. The narrative con- 
tained in ver. 12 ff. Luke has not “ constructed out of tradi- 
tion” (Holtzmann), but has borrowed it from his source of the 
journey. — déxa] of évvéa pév “Iovdaior joa, 6 6é cis Yapa- 
peltns 1) Kowavia Sé THs vooov TOTE cvVHOpoLcEV avTOvS aKov- 
cavtas, dte Suépyetas 0 Xpiotos, Euthymius Zigabenus. — 
Toppobev] pi ToApavtes éyyicar (Theophylact)—to wit, as 
being unclean, to whom closer intercourse with others was 
forbidden (Lev. xiii. 46; Num. v. 2f.). See on Mark i. 43, 
and the relative Rabbinical regulations in Lightfoot, Schoettgen, 
and Wetstein. — Ver. 13. adto’] they on their part took the 
initiative. — Ver. 14. idwv] when He had looked upon them, 
had His attention first directed to them by their cry for help. 
— topevOévtes x.7..] for on the road their leprosy was to 
disappear; see what follows, where indeed Paulus, in spite of 
the é€v t@ bmdyew (which is made to mean: when they agreed 
to go!), interprets éxaOapic@., they were declared to be not 
infectious !— tots tepedor| the Samaritan to be inspected 
and declared clean must go to a Samaritan priest.—Ver. 15. 


CHAP. XVII. 20, 21. 249 


iSev, 67. idOn] even before his coming to the priest,’ who had 
therefore communicated to him zo remedy (in opposition to 
Paulus). — Ver. 16. «. adtos jv Sapapett.] and as for him, 
he was a Samaritan (by way of distinction from the rest). 
This is made use of (Strauss, II. p. 53 f.) for the view that the 
entire narrative is woven together from traditions of the heal- 
ings of leprosy and from parables which recorded Samaritan 
examples. This audacious scepticism is emulated by Eichthal, 
II. p. 285 f.— Ver. 17. of Séxa] all the ten; ot évvéa, the 
remaining nine. See Kihner, II. p. 135 f— Ver. 18. ovy 
evpeO. x.7.r.] have they not been fownd as returning, etc. Comp. 
on Matt. i. 18.— 76 @e@] who through me has accomplished 
their cure. Comp. ver. 15. Proper gratitude to God does 
not detract from him who is the medium of the benefit. Comp. 
ver. 16.— 0 ddXoyevns] heightens the guilt of the nine. The 
word does not occur in classical Greek; often in the LXX. 
and the Apocrypha, especially of Gentiles. The Greeks use 
adnroguros, adroeOrvyjs. The Samaritans were of foreign 
descent, on account of their Cuthaic blood. Comp. on Matt. 
x. 5; 2 Kings xvii. 24.— Ver. 19. Jesus dismisses the 
thankful one, giving him, however, to understand what was 
the causé of his deliverance—a germ for the further de- 
velopment of his inner life! Thy faith (in my divine 
power, ver. 15) hath delivered thee. This faith had not 
yet the specific Messianic substance; as yet, Jesus to him 
was only a divine, miraculously powerful teacher. See 
ver. 13. 

Vv. 20,21. What follows, and indeed as far as xviii. 30, 
still belongs to these border villages, ver. 12. It is not till 
xviii. 31 that the further journey is intimated, on which, at 
xviii. 35, follows the approach to Jericho. — To consider the 
question of the Pharisees as a mocking one (Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others), 


1 If the Samaritan had first been to the priest (Calvin, Schleiermacher), Jesus 
could not have put the question which He asks at ver. 17 f., since the nine Jews 
had a much farther journey to the priests. The return of the Samaritan is to 
be conceived of as very soon after the departure, so that the whole scene took 
place while still in the village. 


250 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


is unfounded. According to the analogy of other Pharisaic 
questions, and according to the indirect manner of the answer 
of Jesus, an intention to tempt Him is rather to be supposed. 
They wished to perplex Him, since he represented Himself by 
words and (as just at this moment) by deeds as the Messiah, 
by the problem, When is the kingdom of Messiah coming ? — 
HEeTa Tapatnpnoews| peta of accompanying circumstances 
(Bernhardy, p. 255): under observation, 1.e. the coming of the 
Messiah’s kingdom is not so conditioned that this coming could 
be observed as a visible development, or that it could be said, 
in consequence of such observation, that here or there is the 
kingdom. See what follows. The coming is atapatypntov— 
it developes itself wnnoticed. This statement, however, does 
not deny that the kingdom 7s a thing of the future (Ewald: 
“as something which should first come in the future, as a 
wonderful occurrence, and for which men must first be on the 
watch”), but only that in its approach 7 will meet the eye. 
In the signification of watching and waiting for, zapatnpnous 
would convey the idea of malice (insidiosa observatio, Polybius, 
xvi. 22. 8); but in the further descriptive ovdé (not even) 
€povotv «.T.r., is implied only the denial of the visibility of 
the event which, developing itself (“ gradatim et successive,” 
Bengel), might be able to be observed (comp. tapatipnots Tov 
aotpwv, Diod. Sic. i. 28). But if the advent of the kingdom 
happens in such a manner that it cannot be subjected to human 
observation, it is thereby at the same time asserted that neither 
can any limited point of time when it shall come (rote, ver. 20) 
be specified. The idea: with pomp (Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, 
comp. Kuinoel and others), conveys more than the text, which, 
moreover, does not indicate any reference to heathenish astro- 
logy or augury (Lange). — ovdé épotcw] Grotius aptly says: 
“non erit quod dicatur.” On the more definite futwre after 
the more general present, see Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 368 f. 
— (idov yap] a lively and emphatic repetition of the édov¥ at 
the beginning of the argument urged against them. This, as 
well as the repetition of the subject, 7 Baown. r. Oeod, has in 
it something solemn. — évrds dud] the contrary of é«réds, é€a : 
intra vos, in your circle, in the midst of you. Comp. Xen. 


CHAP. XVII. 20, 21. Zou 


Anab.i. 10.3: omoca évtds adtaév «al ypnpata Kai avOpwrros 
eyivovto ; Hell. ii. 3.19; Thue. vii. 5.3; Dem. 977. 7; Plat. 
Leg. vii. p. 789 A: évtos tev éavta@v pntépwrv; Aelian, Hist. 
i 5.15. So Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, 
Wolf, Bengel, and others, including Kuinoel, Paulus, Schleier- 
macher, Fleck in Winer’s Haeg. Stud. I. p. 150 ff, Bornemann, 
Kaeuffer, de fwfs ai. not. p. 51, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 146. In the midst of them the 
Messianic kingdom was, so far as He, the Messiah, was and 
worked (comp. xi. 20; Matt. xii. 28) among them (péc0s 
vpov, John i. 26). For where He was and worked, He, the 
legitimate King and Bearer of the kingdom, ordained thereto 
of the Father (xxii. 29), there was the Messianic kingdom 
(which was to be formally and completely established at 
the Parousia) in its temporal development, like the seed, 
the grain of mustard seed, the leaven, etc. Rightly, there- 
fore, does Jesus argue (yap) from the évtos tuav éotiv that 
it comes unnoticed, and not in an appearance to be observed, 
wherein He certainly evades the point of the Pharisaic 
question which referred to the currently expected appearing of 
the kingdom (comp. ix. 27, xxi. 28) in so far as the épyeo@ur, 
which He means refers to the development in time; an 
evasion, however, which was fully calculated to make them 
feel the impudent prying spirit of the question they had started, 
and to bring near to the questioners the highest practical 
necessity in respect of the coming of the kingdom (the per- 
ception of the Messiah who was already in the midst of them). 
If others* have explained évtos tuav by in animis vestris (Chry- 
sostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, and 
others, including Ch. F. Fritzsche in Rosenmiiller, Repert. 
Il. p. 154 ff, Olshausen, Glockler, Schaubach in the Stud. wu. 
Krit. 1845, p. 169 ff, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Schegg), there 
is, it is true, no objection to be raised on the score of grammar 
(comp. Plat. Zim. p. 45 B, Soph. p. 263 E, Pol. iii. p. 401 D; 
Ps. xxxvill, 4, cix. 22, ciii 1; Ecclus. xix. 23; Matt. xxiii. 26) ; 
but it is decidedly opposed to this that tua refers to the 


‘So also Lange, L. J. Il. 2, p. 1080, yet blending with it the other 
explanation. 
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Pharisees, in whose hearts nothing certainly found a place 
less than did the ethical kingdom of God,’ as well as the fact 
that the idea itself—to wit, of the kingdom of God, as of an 
ethical condition in the internal nature of the Ego (“a divine- 
human heart-phenomenon,” Lange)—is modern, not historico- 
biblical (not even contained in Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 20; 
Coli, 13). 

Ver. 22. The Pharisees have got their answer. But Jesus 
does not allow the point of their question to be lost thereby, 
but turns now to His disciples (probably after the departure of 
the Pharisees, as they do not appear again in what follows, 
and as the discourses themselves bear an unreserved character, 
wholly different from ver. 20 f.), in order to give to them 
instructions in reference to the question raised by the Pharisees, 
and that not on the temporal development of the kingdom 
of the Messiah wherewith He had despatched them, but on 
the actual solemn appearing of the Messiah in the Parousia. 
“ Calamities will arouse in them the longing after it, and false 
Messiahs will appear, whom they are not to follow; for, like 
the lightning, so immediately and universally will He reveal 
Himself in His glorious manifestation,” vv. 22-24. See 
further on ver. 25. We have here the discourse of the future 
from the source of the account of the journey. This and the 
synoptic discourse on the same subject, xxi. 5 ff., Luke keeps 
separate. Comp. Weizsicker, pp. 82 f., 182, and see the 
remark after ver. 37.—plav tov pepav Tod viod T. avOp. 
idety] tc. to see the appearance of a single day of the Messianic 
period (of the aiay pédXwv), in order, to wit, to refresh 
yourselves by its blessedness. Comp. Grotius, Olshausen, 
de Wette, Lange, Bleek. Your longing will be: Oh, for 
only one Messianic day in this time of tribulation !—a 
longing indeed not to be realized, but a natural outbreak 
under the pressure of afflictions —— Usually, yet not suitably 
in accordance with ver. 26: “erit tempus, guo vel wno die meo 


1 Quite opposed to the words of the passage is the evasion of Olshausen, that 
the expression only establishes the possibility of the reception of the Pharisees 
into the kingdom, inasmuch as the inwardness of its revelation is laid down as 
its general criterion, 
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conspectu, mea consuetudine, qua jam perfruimini, frur cupiatis,” 
Kuinoel; comp. Ewald. — «ai ov« dvecGe] because, to wit, the 
point of time of the Parousia is not yet come; it has its horas 
et moras. 

Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xxiv. 23-27. — épodow «.7.r.] on 
the occasion of the appearance of false Messiahs. A locality 
of fixed limits, moreover (comp. ver. 21), does not charac- 
terize the solemn appearing of the kingdom. — idod ... dde] 
namely: is the Messiah !— pw aéXO. nde S10.) a climax : 
Go not forth, nor follow after (sectamint), to wit, those of whom 
this is asserted.— Ver. 24. The lightning which lightens ; 
comp. similar expressions in Lobeck, Paral. p. 503.— é« tis] 
Supply ywpas. See Bos, Hilips. ed. Schaefer, pp. 560, 562 ; 
Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 740]: flashing out from the one region 
under the heaven (which expands under the heaven, tivo with 
an accusative) lightens even to the other (opposite one?).— 
ovTws] in such a manner of appearance as manifests itself in 
a moment and universally. 

Ver. 25. What will yet first precede the Parousia, and (1) in 
respect of the Messiah Himself: He must (comp. ix. 22, xxiv. 
26) first suffer and be rejected, ver. 25; and (2) in respect of 
the profane world: it will continue in security in its usual 
earthly doing and striving, until the crisis, universally ruinous 
for it, shall suddenly break in as in the days of Noah and of 
Lot, vv. 26-30. See further on ver. 31. 

Vv. 26, 27. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 37 f.— xaOas éyévero 
«.T.r.] to wit, that men carelessly and securely pursued their 
accustomed striving till they were overtaken by the flood. — 
€v Tals nuépats T. viod Tt. avOpwrov] in the days in which the 
appearance of the Messiah will come.— Ver. 27. ija@:ov, 
émivov «.7.r.] a vividly graphic asyndeton. — Kai 7#Oev] not 
to be connected with ayps As juépas (Bleek). See Gen. vii. 
4,10. 

Vy. 28-30. “Opotws] does not belong to a&ravtas (Borne- 
mann, who assumes a Latinism: perdidit omnes pariter atque 
ut accidit), against which is to be set the similarity of the 


' What Lange reads into the passage, ‘‘from the old world to the new,” is 
not there at all. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 27. 
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twofold kat adm@Xecev aravtas, vv. 27 and 29. Moreover, 
we are not to conceive of éorae again after ou. xad (Paulus, 
Bleek), against which is ver. 30; but simaliter quoque, sicuti 
accidit, etc. This ouoiws cai is afterwards again taken up by 
Kata Ta avta, ver. 30, and the 7cOuov ... amavtas that lies 
between the two is epexegetically annexed to the @s éyéveTo, 
as in vii. 11, viii. 40, and frequently; so that #o@cov . 
amravtas is not to be put in a parenthesis at all (Lachmann), 
but neither is any point to be placed after davtas (Tischen- 
dorf). — Ver. 29 f. €Bpe&e] scil. Oeds. Comp. Matt. v. 45; 
Gen. xix. 24. In remembrance of the latter passage the 
subject is presupposed as known, and hence the verb is not 
intransitive, as at Rev. xi. 6 (Grotius). On the use of the 
word in classical Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 291. — mip 
x. Oefov] Comp. Hom. Od. xxii. 493 ; it is not to be transformed 
into lightnings (Kuinoel) ; Jesus follows the representation of 
Gen. xix. — atroxadvrretat] is revealed, 1 Pet. v. 4; 1 John 
i. 28, iii. 2. Up to that time He is hidden with God in His 
glory, Col ii: 3 £5 2.°Thess. i751 Cori 7 5’ 1 Peta 
iv, 13. 

Vv. 31-33. At that day it is well to abandon all earthly 
possession, viewotare I call to your remembrance the example 
of Lot’s wife. Even the temporal /ife must be abandoned by him 
who wishes not to lose the life eternal. — ds éoras émt Tod dom. 
k.7.r.] indicates certainly the undelayed flight with abandon- 
ment of earthly possession, but not, as at Matt. xxiv. 17, Mark 
xiii. 15, the flight in the destruction of Jerusalem, of which 
here there is no mention, but the flight for deliverance to the 
coming Messiah at the catastrophe which immediately pre- 
cedes His Parousia, Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Then nothing of 
temporal possession should any more fetter the interest. 
Hence de Wette is wrong in regarding (comp. Weiss) the 
expression as unsuitably occurring in this place. — Kai 7. ox. 
avtov| see Bernhardy, p. 304. — Ver. 32. ris yuvasxos Ar. | 
whose fate was the consequence of her looking back contrary 
to the injunction (Gen. xix. 26), which she would not have 
done if she had given up all attachment to the perishing 
possessions, and had only hastened to the divine deliverance. 
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Comp. Wisd. x. 7f.— Ver. 33. Comp. ix. 24, and on 
Matt. x. 39; Mark viii. 35.— Eton . . . amodréon] in the 
time of that final catastrophe amodéoer . . . Swoyov.: in the 
decision at the Parousia—fworyoveiv, to preserve alive, as Acts 
vii. 19, and in the LXX. See Biel and Schleusner. 

Vy. 34, 35. But the decision at the Parouwsia, what a 
separation it will be !—a separation of those who are in the 
temporal life united in a perfectly common position. This is 
symbolically represented in two examples. Comp., moreover, 
on Matt. xxiv. 40 f.—-7avtn TH vuxti] which Bengel, in 
opposition to the context, explains: in this present night, is 
neither to be interpreted in tempore illo calamitoso (Kuinoel, 
who says that the night is mago miseriae ; Micah iii. 6 ; comp. 
Grotius and Bleek), nor to be pressed to the conclusion that the 
Parousia is definitely ordained to take place by night (de Wette, 
who finds the ground for this view in the comparison of the 
Messiah with a thief in the night), in respect of which the 
following grinding at the mill as an occupation of the day-time 
is held as left standing inappropriately from Matthew, but the 
horror of the night belongs to the imagery of the concrete 
representation.. At ver. 35, however, there is again a depart- 
ure from this feature, because a graphic touch of a different 
kind is added to the idea. Day and hour, even the Son knoweth 
not, Matt. xxiv. 36; comp. Acts i. 7.— éml xAlvns pods] not 
in general: they shall be bed-fellows (Lange), but, according to 
the words and the concrete representation: they shall find 
themselves on one bed. A warning against precipitate separa- 
tion of mingled domestic relations (Lange) is altogether foreign 
to this passage. 

Ver. 37. IIod] not: guomodo (Kuinoel), against which 
ungrammatical rendering even the following émov ought to 
have guarded him; but: where will this separation occur ? 
As to what follows, see on Matt. xxiv. 28. On capa, corpse 
(of man or beast, the latter here), see Duncan, Lex. Homer. ed. 
Rost, p. 1069. Comp. xxiii. 52; Acts ix. 40. 


1 It is not’ on account of the example of the two in bed together that the 
night is named (Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 626), but conversely the idea of 
the night-time suggested that illustration, 
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‘EMARK.—With regard to the discourses which are set forth 
here, vv. 22-37, but in Matt. xxiv. at another time and in 
another connection, viz. in that of the great discourse on the 
end of the world (comp. Luke xxi.), some have attributed 
(Schleiermacher, p. 215 ff., 265 ff., Neander, Olshausen, Bleek), 
others have denied (de Wette), originality to Luke. The latter 
view depends upon the assertion of a want of connection, and 
partial inappropriateness of the expressions in Luke, which 
assumption, however, is not justified by the exposition. But 
the former cannot be allowed at the expense of Matthew (see 
especially Schleiermacher, who supposes in Matthew a mingling 
of the originally separate discourses, Luke xvi. 22 ff. and 
xxi. 5 ff), since even in Matthew everything stands in strictly 
linked connection ; but Luke xxi., in the same way as Matthew, 
places the Parousia in connection with the destruction of 
Jerusalem, xxi. 25 ff. (comp. Strauss, II. p. 338). Without 
doing injustice to the one or the other evangelist, originality is 
to be conceded to both, so that Luke xvii. 22 ff. has preserved, 
in accordance with his original source, a discourse spoken by 
Jesus, which, not preserved by Matthew, and belonging to an 
earlier period than Matt. xxiv. and Luke xxi., has the cha- 
racteristic feature that it remains entirely apart from connection 
with the destruction of Jerusalem. That the substance of its 
contents was repeated by Jesus Himself in the great discourse 
of Matt. xxiv., is, in respect of the similarity of the material, 
intelligible enough, and this holds good especially of the cha- 
racteristic words—lightning, deluge, eagles. But it cannot be 
decided how much in the execution and form is carried over 
from the one discourse into the other by the mingling processes 
of reminiscence and tradition, the rather that in general we 
can ascribe to the discourses in the synoptic Gospels on the 
end of the world originality only within certain limits, ie. 
originality modified by the reflection and expectation of the 
church (see on Matt. xxiv., Remarks). 
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Perea PT he SV LET: 


Ver. 1. 6: za/] B L MX&, min. Copt. codd. of It. Or. have 62 So 
Lachm. Tisch. But the za/, which might be dispensed with, 
was easily passed over; it is wanting also in ver. 9 in not 
unimportant authorities (bracketed by Lachm.). After spoceb-y. 
Lachm. and Tisch. have airots. It is preponderatingly attested ; 
there would have been no reason for its addition; while in 
favour of its omission, the word being superfluous, it may be 
noticed that spocebyeoAI would the more readily be followed 
by «AI, that in the doctrine of the parable the generality of the 
reference most readily presented itself.— Ver. 5. trwacZn] 
Griesb. recommends iroréZy on insufficient attestation. It was 
altered from misunderstanding, as also in the case of the variant 
ixomié@n. Comp. on 1 Cor. ix. 27. — Ver. 7. comoe:] soimon is so 
decisively attested that, with Lachm. Tisch., it is to be adopted. 
The future was introduced by anticipation of ver. 8.— uaxpo- 
uae? (Lachm. Tisch.) is also attested quite decisively, instead 
of which waxpoduzcv (Elz.) was intended to assist the construc- 
tion of the sentence. — Ver. 13. «ig before +. or7dos is wanting in 
BDKLQ X 18, min. Slav. Arm. Vulg. It. Or. Antioch. Cypr. 
Deleted ty Lachm. and Tisch. But why should it have been 
added? As being perfectly superfluous (comp. xxi. 48, xxii. 
64), it was overlooked. — Ver. 14. Elz. has % éxsios, which, on 
decisive evidence, is to be condemned. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, 
Tisch. have % yap éxsivoc, following AEGHKMPQSUVX 
r A A, min, Syr- Goth. Bas. ms. Theophyl. Grot. and Lachm. 
have sap éxsivov, in accordance with B L &, min. Copt. Sahid. Or. 
Naz. (Vulg.: ab illo). To these is added also indirectly D, with 
arhrov wap’ éexetvov roy Dapicutov (comp. Syr. Pers.” It. Cypr. Hilar. 
Ambr. Aug.). The reading of Lachm. is consequently the oldest ; 
and since 7 yap éxz%vs is opposed to the sense, it is to be judged 
that PAP came into the text instead of MAP by a transcriber’s 
error of ancient date, and became blended with the gloss 7 éxsivos. 
—Ver. 15. éaeriugoay] BD G Lx, min. Lachm. Tisch. have 
éreriuav; the Lecepta is from Matt. xix. 13.— Ver. 22. dsddos] 
ADLMR Aw, min. Fathers have éé5. So Lachm. It is 
LUKE II. Rh 
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from the parallels, from which, moreover, came also év odpayg, in- 
stead of which is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following 
BD, év rors odpavots (A L RS [Tisch. 8] read : év odpavors).— Ver. 24. 
xepiaur. yevdu. | is wanting in B L&, min. Copt.; deleted by Tisch. 
But it was in accordance with the parallels more easily passed 
over than added. — Ver. 25. spywarcée] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
rpxworos, in accordance with B Dx, 49. Rightly; in accord- 
ance with Matthew and Mark, there was introduced in some 
authorities rpurjuaros (L R, min.),in others rpuzarnes (A E FG, 
etc. Elz.).— Instead of fagido; read, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
Bedévng, in accordance with B D Lx, min. The former is from 
the parallels. — eicsadew] Lachm. has 67.0%. It is more weakly 
attested, and the reading is to be decided as at Matt. xix. 24,— 
Ver. 28. dpqxapev révrw xai] Lachm. and Tisch. have dgévreg ra 
ira, in accordance with B D L s8** min. vss., and this Griesb. 
also recommended. The Recepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 30. 
arordéBn| BD M, min. have 2é87. So Lachm. The simple 
form is from the parallels, just as D, in particular, takes ea» yu4 
adn from Mark x. 30. — Ver. 39. oim<4o7] The preponderatingly 
attested o:y4on is adopted by Schulz, Lachm. and Tisch. The 
Recepta is from the parallels. In the New Testament only Luke 
and Paul have the verb oryév.— Ver. 41. A2ya before sf is, with 
Tisch., to be deleted, in accordance with B D L X 8, 57, asa 
familiar addition, instead of which Or. has </ruiv. 


Ver. 1. What Jesus has hitherto said of His Parousia was 
of such weighty and everlastingly decisive concern for His 
disciples, that it was calculated to stimulate them to unre- 
mitting prayer, that they might become partakers of the é«éd- 
know which the Parousia was to bring to them (ver. 7). 
Hence (without the omission of any intervening dialogue, 
Schleiermacher, Olshausen) now follows the parable of the 
widow and the unjust judge, peculiar to Luke, and its appli- 
cation (vv. 1-8). This parable is no addition inserted without 
a motive (Kostlin, Holtzmann), nor is it taken from the Logia ; 
but it comes from the source of the account of the journey. 
Weizsiicker alleges that it must have been a later growth, 
annexed by Luke to his source of the narrative of the journey ; 
that the judge is the heathen magistracy; the widow, the church 
bereaved after the departure of Christ; her adversary, the 
hostile Judaism. Here also (comp. on xv. 11, xvi. 1, 19) is 
a transferring of later relations to an early period without 
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sufficient reason. — pos] in reference to. — mavrote] It is not 
the continual disposition of prayer (“as the breath of the inner 
man,” Olshausen) that is meant, but the constant actual prayer, 
in respect of which, however, wrdvrore is not to be pressed, but 
to be taken in a popularly hyperbolical sense. Comp. ver. 7 ; 
1 Thess. i. 17. — éxxaxeiv] to become discouraged, not: in their 
vocation (Schleiermacher), but, according to the context: in 
their prayers. As to the form éxx., for which Lachm. has 
éyx. (and Tischendorf: é€v«.), which, although here prepon- 
deratingly attested, is to be regarded as an improvement, see 
on 2 Cor. iv. 1. 

Vv. 2,3. Tov Oeov...«. GvO@pwm. «.7.r.] Similar charac- 
terizations from profane writers may be seen in Wetstein. 
3engel well says: “ Horum respectuum alterutrum certe pleros- 
que mortalium movere solet et injustitiam (ver. 6) judicum 
cohibere.” — évtperrop.] standing in awe of, Matt. xxi. 37; 
Luke xx. 13; 2 Thess. ii.15; Heb. xii. 9. In the Greek 
writers more frequently used with a genitive. The disposi- 
tion implied by évtperoyu. is respect and regard. — jpyero| 
Grotius aptly says: ventitabat. See Kiihner, IIL. p. 76 f.— 
exdiknadv we amo K.T.r.] revenge me (and deliver me by this 
my judicial restitution) of, etc. Comp. Judg. xi. 36: oumoas 
ool KUpLov exdiknow ... amo TOV ViaVv "Appor. 

Vv. 4, 5. “Emi xpovov] for a time, Hom. JI. ii. 299; Plat. 
Protag. p. 344 B, Phaed. p. 84 C; Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, 
ed. 3, p. 284. — Ssaye] as at xi. 8.— wa ph x.7.r.] is ex- 
plained: that she may not continually (ets TéXos equal to dia 
tédous, see Kypke and Wetstein; comp. "Y?, ny3>) come and 
plague me. See also Luther’s gloss. But that vrwmidfw (to 
strike any one’s eyes black and blue, see Wetstein) is to be 
taken in the general sense of harass, annoy, there is no proof, 
since it is an error to adduce not merely 1 Cor. ix. 27, but 
also Aristoph. Pax 541, where the odes trwmiacpévar are 
represented as smitten and wounded persons, and hence the 
word is to be taken in the /iteral sense, to beat black and blue. 
But the assumption of a Latinism, after the manner of obtun- 
dere (Beza, Grotius), is arbitrary, and does not at all correspond 
with the special idea of the Greek word. Accordingly there 
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is nothing left us but to interpret: that she may not at last 
come and beat my face black and blue. The judge mockingly 
puts the case of the woman at length becoming desperate, and 
actually laying hands on him and beating his face black and 
blue. The Vulgate rightly has it: swgillet me. Comp. also 
Bleek and Schegg. On els tédos, at the end, finally, comp. 
Herod. iii. 40, ix. 37; Xen. Oec. xvii. 10; Soph. Phil. 407, 
and thereupon Hermann; Gen. xlvi. 4, and elsewhere. édos, 
without any preposition, might also have been used. 

Vv. 6, 7. Hear what the unrighteous judge (0 Kpitns ths 
aducias, see on xvi. 8) says! But God, will He not, ete. 
In this contrast lies the conclusion that the é«d/enows, on 
which that worthless judge decided in respect of the persever- 
ingly praying widow who was so troublesome to him, is the 
more certainly to be expected from God in respect of the 
elect, who are so dear to Him, and who so constantly cry to 
Him for the final decision. On od mw} in a question, see 
Winer, pp. 449, 454 [E. T. 634, 642].— According to the 
reading x. waxpoOupet err’ avrois (see the critical remarks), the 
most simple explanation is: but God, will He not fulfil the 
avenging of His elect, and does He tarry’ for their sakes? and 
is it His concern, in reference to them, to delay His interposi- 
tion, or postpone His aid? See Ecclus. xxxii. 18. Comp. 
Maldonatus, Grotius, Bornemann in the Stud. d. Sdchs. 
Geistl. 1842, p. 69 f., Bleek. In respect of the delay which 
nevertheless, according to human judgment, does occur, Grotius 
rightly observes: “ illud ipsum tempus, quamvis longum inter- 
dum ferentibus videatur, re vera exiguum est imo momenta- 
neum, unde 70 wapavtixa ths OAApews dixit Paulus, 2 Cor. 
iv. 17.” According to Bengel and Ewald, cai paxpoOupel ex’ 
avr. is connected hebraistically with rév Bowvtay: and over 
them He is forbearing ; whereby the delay of the é«d/knous 
would be derived from the patience with which God still 
allows to His elect further time for more perfect sanctification 
(2 Pet. iii. 9).. According to the construction, this would be 
harder, and in its. meaning less in correspondence with the 


1The expression #axpobyusi corresponds to the idea of the ixdixnois, which 
includes within it the punishment of the enemies. 
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subsequent év tayet. The Recepta would have to be under- 
stood: will He not .. . fulfil, even although He delays wn 
reference to them?'—that is to say, with that é«d/knocs of them ; 
Kaltor paxpoOupar Kal patvouevos avnkovaTeiy THY Seomevwv 
avTov vuKTes Kat Hmépas, Theophylact, not, with Hassler (in the 
Tiib. Zeitschrift, 1832): since He is still patient towards them, 
ze. does not lose patience as that judge did. For, apart from 
the incorrect view of the use of the xa/, the thought itself is 
unsuited to the doctrinal narrative, since it was actually through 
‘the judge’s loss of patience (rather: his becoming annoyed) that 
the éxdi/knows of the woman was brought about. Moreover, 
de Wette is wrong in remarking against the reading paxpo- 
Oupet, and its meaning, that if the thought that God delays 
were removed, the parable would have no meaning at all, 
since paxpo@. corresponds to the ov« 7Oed. émt ypovor, ver. 4. 
Therein is lost sight of the fact that the example of the 
unrighteous judge teaches e contrario (see already Augustine, 
Serm. 36) the procedure of God. — The éxdiknots Tov éxrXexTov 
consists in the deliverance from their enemies who are punished 
at the Parousia, and in their own exaltation to the salvation 
of the Messiah’s kingdom for which they are chosen. Comp. 
xxl. 22. The idea of this éxdécnovs enters so essentially into 
the texture of the New Testament eschatology, that in various 
forms it runs through the entire New Testament, and hence 
it is not easily to be seen why it should be regarded as stand- 
ing apart from the views of our evangelist, and should remind 
us of the fiery zeal of the apocalyptic writer (Kostlin, Hilgen- 
feld). Comp. preceding passages in Luke (i. 51 ff., 71 ff). 
Ver. 8. An answer to the two parts of the preceding 
question: (1) mowjoes. . . avta@y, and (2) év tdyet.— This 
€v Taxet is the opposite of delay (uaxpoOupel, ver. 7): quickly, 
without delay (Acts xii. 7, xxii. 18, xxv. 4; Rom. xvi. 20; 
1 Tim. 11.14; Rev. 11) i 5, xxi. 6; Wisd. xviii. 14; Pind, 
Nem. v. 35; Xen. Cyr. vi. 1.12), declaring the speedy advent * 


1 Lange is wrong in saying: although even over them He rules high-mindedly 
(and therefore inscrutably). 

2 It is in vain to weary oneself and twist about in the attempt to explain 
away this simple meaning of the words, as, for example, Ebrard does on Kev. 
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of the Parousia (ix. 27), at which shall follow the é«déeners. 
—7div o vios x.7.r.] It is to be accentuated dpa (so also 
Lachmann and Tischendorf); comp. on Gal. ii. 17. In con- 
nection with the glad promise, to wit, which Jesus has just 
given in reference to the elect, there comes painfully into His 
consciousness the thought what a want of faith in Him He 
would nevertheless meet with at His Parousia. This He 
expresses in the sorrowful question: Nevertheless will the Son 
of man when He is come find faith on the earth? Theophylact 
well says: é€v oxnpate épwticews TO oTdyLoy TOV TOTE EUpEOn- 
couevav TicTav UTocnuaivav. The subject: 6 vios tr. avOp. 
and €A@wv is, with a sorrowful emphasis, placed before the 
interrogative dpa, on account of the contrast with what follows. 
See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 183. The aiotus is the faith in Jesus 
the Messiah, which many of His confessors not persevering 
unto the end will have given up, so that they do not belong 
to the elect (Matt. xxiv. 5, 10 ff, 24), and He will meet them 
as unbelievers.’ Hence there is no reason for concluding from 
the passage before us (de Wette), that the putting of the 
parable into its present shape probably belongs to a time when 
the hope of the Parousia had begun somewhat to waver 
(2 Pet. ili. 3 f.). — él THs yijs] is correlative with the coming 
down from heaven, which is meant by éA@@v. 

Ver. 9. It is the more arbitrary to assume that the follow- 
ing doctrinal narrative was originally delivered in another 
connection (Paulus, Olshausen, de Wette; comp. Kuinoel), 
that it rather affords a confirmation of the probability (see on 
xvil. 22) that the Pharisees, after our Lord’s rejoinder to them, 
xvii. 20 f., were no longer present. The historical connection 
with what precedes is not more closely to be indicated than 


I. 1, p. 104. There is only this to be said, that the final deliverance, how long 
soever it may appear to be delayed as to its beginning, shall still be so internally 
and potentially hastened that it shall be made an wnexpectedly hasty ending to 
the condition of tribulation that precedes it. See, on the other hand, Diister- 
dieck. 

1So many, as the Lord sees, shall be seduced into unbelief (as to the tverras 
aiay mwovnpos, comp. on Gal. i, 4), that in grief thereat He puts the question 
generally, whether He shall find faith. Herein lies a sorrowful hyperbole of 
expression. 
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is pointed out by the characterization of the twés as tovs 
memro.0. x.7.A. These men, according to ver. 9, must in some 
way or another have made manifest their disposition, and 
thereby have given occasion to Jesus to deliver the following 
discourse as far as ver. 14. Who are the people? Assuredly 
not Pharisees, since it is actually a Pharisee that Jesus 
presents as a warning example. Possibly they were conceited 
followers of Jesus (Schleiermacher, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius), but more probably: Jews of a Pharisaic disposition, 
since Luke does not here, as at ver. 1, designate the disciples 
expressly, and it was just for Jews of this kind that not only 
the example of the Pharisee, but also that of the publican, was 
the most humiliating. —mpds] He spoke to them. To take 
it as at ver. 1 (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others) is un- 
suitable, since there are persons in this place, and the context 
suggests no occasion for departing from the usual ad quosdam 
(Vulgate). — tivas Tovs wemroOdras] designates the persons 
in the abstract indefinitely, but in the quality in question 
specifically. See on Gal. i. 7, and Bornemann, Schol. p. 113; 
Bernhardy, p. 318. — é@’ éavr.] they put on themselves the con- 
fidence that they were righteous. For others they did not enter- 
tain this confidence, but assumed the contrary and despised them. 
Vv. 11, 12. Sraeis] See on Matt. vi. 5. He took his 
_ stand, a trait of assurance, comp. xix. 8; Acts 11.14. See, on 
the other hand, ver. 13: paxpodev éotds. — mpos éavTov] 
does not belong to ota@eis, so that it would mean apart (Syr., 
Beza, Grotius, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and others), 
which would be xa@ égavtov (Xen. Anab. v. 10. 11; Acts 
xxvill. 16; Jas. ii, 17; Zech. xii. 12), as D actually reads ; 
but to mpoontyero (Luther, Castalio, Bengel, Wetstein, and 
others, including Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek"): by himself, 
to himself, apud animum suum, as at 2 Macc. xi. 13, and 
frequently in the classical writers: Aéyew mpos éavTov, to 
speak in thought, and the like. Naturally he would not 
allow such a prayer to be heard. The publican is otherwise, 
ver. 13. — 671 ov« eit «.7.d.| mpotepov yap eirev & ovK Eat, 
1 From this construction it is plain that in BL S** min. Vulg. Copt. Arm. 
Slay. Or. Bas. Cypr. xpos tar. stands after rubra, 
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Kal Tote KatéXekev & éotw, Theophylact.— of Aourot tov 
avOp.| comp. Rey. ix. 20; Kiihner, II. p. 122.’— aévxov} 
unjust in the more limited sense. — ws odtos 0 TeA@vys] con- 
temptuously, this publican here ! “who skins and scrapes every 
one, and clutches wherever he can,” Luther, Predigt. — Ver. 12. 
vnotevo| of private fasting, which was observed twice in the 
week (tov caBP., Mark xvi. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 2), on Thursday 
and Monday. See on Matt. vi. 16, ix. 14; Lightfoot, p. 
866. — xct@pas] not possideo (Vulgate, Castalio, Beza, and 
others), which would be Kéxtnuas, but: what I acquire for 
myself. He gives tithes of everything, what he gains in 
natural products, everything without exception. The vain- 
glorious wdvta dca has the emphasis; his payment of tithes 
is beyond what the law required, as at Matt. xxiii. 23. More- 
over, comp. Pirke Aboth, i. 13: “ Quando oras, noli in precibus 
bona tua enumerare, sed fac preces misericordiarum et pro 
gratia impetranda coram Deo.” 

Vv. 13, 14. Maxpo6ev] comp. xxiii. 49. The context 
gives as the meaning neither: the forecourt of the Gentiles (the 
publican was a Jew), nor: far from the sanctuary, but: far 
away from the Pharisee, of whom hitherto our Lord has been 
speaking. Behind this bold, self-righteous man the humble 
one in the diffidence of his consciousness of sin had remained 
at a distance, not venturing to advance further. — éores] 
“Nec ota@e/s, nec in genua procumbens, ne spectetur orans,” 
Bengel. — ovdé tods dfOarpovs] not even his eyes, to say 
nothing of his whole head and his hands (1 Tim. i. 8; and 
see Grotius). Comp. Tacitus, Hist. iv. 72: “Stabant con- 
scientia flagitii moestae fixis in terram oculis.”—TZhe beating 
of the breast was the outward sign of mourning. See on viii. 
52. If the Pharisee had only a proud thanksgiving, the 
publican has only a humble petition. — wor t@ dpapt.| Observe 
the article. Bengel rightly says: “de nemine alio homine 
cogitat.’— Ver. 14. «aréBn «.7.d.] a lively picture of the 
result, in which the emphasis rests on map’ éxeivoy, as is 
shown by the following dtu was «.7.r. — dedex.] in the Pauline 


1 «* Duas classes Pharisaeus facit ; in alteram conjicit totum genus humanum, 
altera, melior, ipse sibi solus esse videtur,” Bengel. 
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sense: justified, i.e. accepted by God as righteous. The Epistle 
to the Romans is the most complete commentary on the whole 
of this doctrinal history, without, however, it being necessary to 
take the publican as the representative of heathenism (Schenkel). 
— The reading rap’ éxetvov (see the critical remarks) is in the 
sense of the comparison (xiii. 2,4; Bernhardy, p. 258 f.): prae 
illo, in respect of which the context decides whether what is 
declared is applicable to the other one in question, only in a 
lesser degree (as xiii. 2, 4), or not at all (as here; comp. Xen. 
Mem. i. 4. 14), whether, therefore, the expressed preference is 
relative or absolute.’ Comp. Luther’s gloss: “The former went 
home, not justified, but condemned.” It is similar at Matt. 
xxi, 31; John iii. 19; 1 Tim. i. 4. The reading: 4 yap 
exeivos, would have to be explained interrogatively, and that 
not in the sense of the familiar interrogative form: 4 yap, is i 
not true? (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 594), but, with Bornemann (and 
Glockler): “or did the former one go justified to his house?” 
But how unsuitable in the connection (it is otherwise at xx. 4), 
since Aéyw viv leads one to expect, and actually supplies, 
only a categorical statement! And this use of yap after the 
interrogative 7 is rationally conceivable, it is true, but no 
instance of it can be produced. The Recepta % €xetvos, 
although critically objectionable, is founded on the correct 
feeling that # in this place could only be the usual com- 
parative, but ydp alongside of it would be meaningless. — 
OTL Was K.T.r.] aS-xiv. 11. 

Vv. 15-17. See on Matt. xix. 13-15; Mark x. 13-16. 
The peculiar source of which Luke has hitherto availed him- 
self, which supplied the material from ix. 51, now ends, or 
Luke leaves it, and becomes substantially synoptic again, fol- 
lowing Mark especially, although, while he does so, he still 
has special passages of his own (see especially xix. 1-10). 
The place and time of what follows as far as ver. 31 are, 
according to Luke, still the same as of what has preceded 
(from xvii. 11).— «ai ta Bpépy] their children also, so that not 
merely the people themselves came to Him. The word itself 
marks out the children more specially (infants, ii. 12, 16) 

1 See also van Hengel, ad Rom. I. p. 138 f. 
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than zravdia in Matthew and Mark, the latter of whom Luke 
follows, although omitting his conclusion, ver. 16, to which 
abbreviating treatment no special purpose (in opposition to 
Hofmann, II. 2, p. 194) is to be imputed. — admrnrac] the 
present tense, brings the situation before us. — Ver. 16. mpoo- 
Kan. avta] He directed His call to the infants themselves 
(probably: come to me, little ones !), and then spoke to those 
who carried them, ete. 

Vv. 18-27. See on Matt. xix. 16-26; Mark x. 17-27.— 
apywv] perhaps a ruler of the synagogue; comp. Matt. ix. 18. 
Luke alone has this more precise designation of the man 
from tradition, and herein diverges from Matt. xix. 20.— In 
the answer of Jesus, ver. 19, Luke simply follows Mark, 
abbreviating also at ver. 20. The Marcionite reading: 0 yap 
dyabos eis éotiv, 0 Beds Oo martrp, is nothing but an old gloss 
(in opposition to Volkmar, Hilgenfeld), not more Marcionite 
than the reading of the text, and this latter is no anti- 
Marcionite alteration. Doth forms of the expression are 
already found in Justin, and our Gospel of Luke is to be 
regarded (Zeller, Apostely. p. 32 f.) as his source for the form 
which agrees with the passage before us (¢. Zryph. 101). 
Comp. on Mark x. 17. — Ver. 22. &7u & cot delrer] does not 
presuppose the ¢ruth, but only the case of what is affirmed by 
the dpyov. It does not, moreover, assert the necessity of 
selling one’s goods and distributing them to the poor, in order 
to be perfect in general, but only for the person in question, 
in accordance with his special circumstances, for the sake of 
special trial. See on Matt. xix. 21. Hence there is not to be 
found, with de Wette, in the words an application of the saying 
of Jesus that gives any pretext for mistaken representations. 

Vv. 28-30. See on Matt. xix. 27-29; Mark x. 28-30, 
the latter of whom Luke follows with abridgment. — 6s od pu) 
«.7.r.] Comp. Mark xiii. 2. In respect of no one who has 
forsaken, etc., will it be the case that he does not receive, ete. 
In the choice of azoAd@n there is implied the idea of what 
he receives being dwe. Comp. xvi. 25, vi. 34, xxul. 41; 
Dem. 78. 3: dv te AaBnTe, av T amordBnTe; 162. 17: 
AapBuvew pev ovK clwy, aToAanPavew 5é cuveBovrevor. 
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Vv. 31-34. See on Matt. xx. 17-19; Mark x. 32-34, 
Luke, it is true, abridges Mark’s narrative, yet he also expands 
it by the reference to the fulfilment of Scripture, ver. 31, and 
by the observation in ver. 34.— vapadaBov «.7.A.] A con- 
tinuation of the journey, on which at ver. 35 ff. the narrative 
then again lingers at Jericho. —7@ vig 7. avOp.] belongs to 
Ta yeypapp., next to which it stands: everything shall be com- 
pleted, i.e. shall come to its complete actual fulfilment (comp. 
xxii. 37), which is written by the prophets with reference to the 
Son of man (with the destination for Him, in order to become 
actual in Him). On the dative of reference with ypadeu, 
comp. 3 Mace. vi. 41. The reading wepi rod vi. r. avOp. (D, 
Vulg. ai.) is an inaccurate gloss on the correct construction. 
Others (Castalio and many more, including Kuinoel, Borne- 
mann, Schegg, comp. Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 154 [E. T. 178], 
who refers it to both tedeo@. and yeypaypy.) connect it with 
rereoO., and explain either: wpon the Son of man, as Matt. 
xiii. 14 (so the majority), or of Him (Bornemann, following 
Beza). But even apart from the fact that the position of the 
words rather suggests the connection given above, the unlimited 
TavTa Ta yeyp. is opposed to the latter, since the prophets have 
written much, which was neither to be fulfilled wpon nor of the 
Messiah. Besides, the following ver. 32 f. is opposed to Borne- 
mann, seeing it is not there said what the Messiah should do, 
but what He should suffer. — Ver. 34. An emphatic prolixity, 
even more than at ix. 45. The failure to understand has 
reference not to the meaning of the words, but to the fuct as 
the Messianic destiny. — adm’ adtay] comp. ix. 45, x. 21, 
xix. 42, frequently in the LXX. 

Vv. 35-43. See on Matt. xx. 29-34; Mark x. 46-52. 
Luke, reproducing Mark’s narrative in an abridged form, adds 
nevertheless independently the important conclusion (ver. 43), 
and follows a variation of the tradition in transposing the 
circumstance so as to make it precede the entry. But the 
purpose of annexing the history of Zaccheus was in no wise 
needed to occasion this departure from Mark (in opposition to 
Bleek and Holtzmann).— Ver. 36. té ein todto] without 
ay (see the critical remarks), asks, quite specifically, what this 
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should be (not: what this might possibly be). See Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 742. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Lach. p.190 B; 
Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 130.— Ver. 43. The poetic aivoy 
(see Buttmann, Lexi. II. p. 112 ff) appears only here and in 
Matt. xxi. 16 (a quotation from the LXX.) in the New Tes- 
tament; more frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. 
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CHAP THE XX, 


Ver. 2. cirog jv] Lachm. has airos [jv]. B K 0, min. Arm. 
Vulg. Ver. For. Vind. have only airés. Tisch. has ny only, 
following Ls, min. Copt. Goth. only. The Recepta is to be 
maintained ; ovreg was in some authorities altered mechanically 
into airéc, in accordance with the foregoing word; in others, 
omitted as being superfluous, on which assumption, some- 
times also jy, nay, even xa/ (D), dropped away also. — Ver. 4. 
ouxowopeay| see the exegetical remarks. — Instead of éxefn¢ Elz. 
has 6: éxsivms, Im opposition to decisive evidence, on the 
strength of which, also at ver. 7, sdéze¢ is to be read instead 
of dravres. — Ver. 5. cidev adriv xa/] 1s wanting in B LX, min. 
vss. Tisch. The transcriber passed at once from ElIdz to 
Elzev. — Ver. 13. gwc] A BD K LEB, min. Or. Lucif. have 
gv w. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; 
gw¢ 1S an interpretation. — Ver. 15. ¢éwx<| Lachm. Tisch. have 
dcdwxer, IN accordance with B D Lx, min. Cant. Verc. (Or.: 
ededwzer). An emendation.— Ver. 17. i] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have ciyz, following B D, min. Vulg. It. Or. Lucif. The Recepta 
is from Matt. xxv. 23. — Ver. 20. érpo¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
6 repos, In accordance with B D LR x** min. A mechanical 
repetition of the article, in accordance with vv. 16, 18.— 
Ver. 23. rv] is wanting in authorities so decisive, that, with 
Matth. Lachm. Tisch., it must be deleted. — The position of airé 
immediately after é has, it is true, A B L& in its favour (Lachm. 
Tisch.), yet the old reading décpaZa in A is against it, as it 
manifestly originated from the collocation of dé and érpa%a. So 
in A, ANEMPAZA is written as one word, although translated 
as two words. The separation might easily be marked by airé 
placed between them, — Ver. 26. Since yép is wanting in 
important authorities, while Vule. It. have autem, it is to be 
regarded, with Tisch., as a connective addition, in accordance 
with Matt. xxv. 29.— a airod] is bracketed by Lachm., 
deleted by Tisch. It is wanting in B Lx, min. Lucif., and has 
slipped in mechanically from Matt. xiii. 12, although there the 
construction is different. Comp. Mark iv. 25. — Ver. 27. éxsivous] 
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BKLMv8, min. Didym. have rodrovg. To be preferred, with 
3ornem. and Tisch. ; éz. is anamendment by way of designating 
the absent. — Ver. 31. «irg@] is wanting in B D F LRx, min. 
vss. Or. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. The omission 
is occasioned by its absence in the parallels. — Ver. 34. Before 
6 xbpiog Lachm. Tisch. have ér:, certainly on preponderating evi- 
dence, but it is repeated from ver. 31. — Ver. 37. racév] Lachm. 
has zdvrav, following B D. But zdévruy came in through the 
reading yivouévan (instead of duvéu.), which is still found in D. — 
Ver. 40. Lachm. and Tisch. have o:mrjooven, in accordance with 
A BLR& Ax, min., to which also D adds confirmation by 
sryjoovow. The Recepta is by way of an improvement. — Instead 
ot xexpaSovras B LN have xpdFouew, which rare form Tisch. has 
rightly adopted. — Ver. 41. Elz. Griesb. Scholz have é7 airy. 
But é7 airqy is decisively attested. So Schulz, Lachm. Tisch. — 
Ver. 42. nai od nai ye ev rH qu. ov rary | Lachm. has bracketed 
zai ye, and deleted oov; the former is wanting in B D Lx, 157, 
vss. Or.; the latter in A B D LX, min. vss. Or. Eus. Bas. Both 
are to be retained ; xas ye dropped out in consequence of the 
preceding xa/ ot, and then this drew after it the omission of cov, 
which after the simple zai od (without xa/ ye) did not seem in 
place. — The second owv is, indeed, wanting in B Lx, 259, Or. Ir. 
(bracketed by Lachm.) ; but how easily might the word, which, 
moreover, might be dispensed with, drop out between the syllables 
NHN and NYN! — Ver. 45. év air@] is wanting in B C L®, min. 
Copt. Arm. Goth. Rd. Or. In most of these authorities xa/ 
dyopaCovras 18 also wanting. Tisch. deletes both, and both are 
from the parallels, from which D 4, vss. have added still more. 
— Ver. 46. Tisch. has xa/ goras 6 ofx. wou oix. xpooevy., following 
B LX (in which, however, x. gora: is wanting by the first hand), 
min. Copt. Arm. Or. Rightly; the Recepta is from the parallels, 
from which, moreover, appears in O** z2dqoeras instead of éori. 


Vv. 1, 2. This history’ with the stamp of Luke’s language 
is worked up by him from tradition. — évopare xarovp.| 
Comp. i. 61. Classical writers would have said dvoyua Kan. 
(Herod. i. 173 ; Plat. Crat. p. 483 B). — Zaxxatos] ="3!, pure, 
Ezra ii. 9; Neh. vii. 14. Even the name (among the Rabbins 
also, see Lightfoot, p. 870) shows him to be a Jew. See on 
ver. 9 and Castalio im loc. The Clementines represent him 


as a companion of Peter, and by him consecrated as bishop of 


1 According to Eichthal, IJ. p. 291, a mistaken copy of the call of Matthew 
(Matt. ix.)! 
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Caesarea. See Hom. ili. 63, Lecogn. ii. 65. Comp. Constit. 
Apost. vi. 8. 3, vii. 46. 1.— adrds] after the name (as viii. 41), 
his personal condition. — apyiter@vns] chief publican or tax- 
collector, probably a steward of the Roman farmer of the taxes, 
entrusted with supervision of the ordinary tax-collectors. 
Comp. Salmasius, de foen. trapez. p. 245 f.; Burm. vectig. 
popult Rom. p. 134. The tribute in Jericho may have had 
to do especially with the trade carried on there in the pro- 
duction and export of balsam (a trade which now no longer 
exists, see Robinson, Pal. II. p. 537).— «at obdtos jv] a 
prolix simplicity of style. Comp. ii. 37, vii. 12, xx. 28. 

Vv. 3, 4. Tis éore] ie. which among those who were pass- 
ing by is Jesus. “ Fama notuin vultw noscere cupiebat,” 
Grotius. — mpodpayev éumpoobev| Comp. Tob. xi. 2; Plat. 
Gorg. p. 497 A; Xen. Cyrop. iv. 2. 23.— cuxopopéav] The 
form popéa occurs in Nicander as quoted by Athen. I. p. 51, 
and ouvkouopéa, Geop. x. 3. 7; more frequently ov«opopos 
(Dioscor. 1. 184; Aq. Am. vii. 14; Suidas). The authorities, 
however, are very much divided between cvxopopéay (so now 
Tischendorf also, following B L Dw) and cveopwpéay (Lach 
mann); Galen also has pwpéa, de comp. med. 5 (in Wetstein 
on xvii. 6). As, nevertheless, the reading oveopopaiay also 
adds to the support of ovxoudp., although it is plainly a 
transcriber’s error, the Recepta is to be maintained. The word 
itself is = cvxdpwvos (see Dioscor. i. 184): Egyptian fig tree, 
Xvil. 6. — é€xelvyns] see on v. 9. — dvépyecOar] to pass through, 
through the city, ver. 1. 

Vv. 5-7. Whether Jesus had any personal knowledge of 
Zacchaeus, is a matter which could be decided only by 
circumstances unknown to us; and hence to bring in the 
higher knowledge of Jesus (Olshausen), as seeing him never- 
theless directly in his inner nature, is in the case before us a 
course without sufficient justification, although Strauss, I. p. 
575 f., builds thereon the view that the history is a variation 
of the theme of the intercourse with the publicans. According 
to Paulus, some cne named the man to him. — onpepor| 
emphatically, comp. ver. 9. This day is the day so important 
to thee, when I must abide in thy house (stay the night, 
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John i. 39). 6e? is spoken from the consciousness of the divine 
appointment (ver. 10), “as if He could not dispense with 
Zacchaeus, whom, nevertheless, everybody else avoided as a 
great sinner” (Luther, Predigt.),— Ver. 7. The murmurers 
(Sueyoyy., see on xv. 2) are Jews, who accompanied Jesus to 
the house of Zacchaeus, situated (ver. 1) before the city on 
the way towards Jerusalem, and here at the entrance, probably 
in the forecourt where the publican came to meet Jesus, saw 
how joyously he receives Him. Comp. on ver. 11. — mapa 
ap. avdpi] belongs to cataddoa. 

Ver. 8. The supposition “Jesu cohortationes et monitiones | 
tantam vim habuisse in Zacchaei animum,” etc. (Kuinoel, 
comp. Grotius), and that the murmuring and the vow did not 
occur till the morning of the departure (Schleiermacher, 
Olshausen), has no foundation in the text, in accordance with 
which it was rather the immediate personal impression of Jesus 
that seized and took possession of the wealthy chief publican 
in that manner. His vow includes the consciousness of his 
unworthiness of the great happiness that has befallen him 
through the entertainment of the Messiah, and his determina- 
tion, for the sake of this happiness, to make abundant com- 
pensation for his former guilt. According to Paulus, the 
publican wished to confute the charge wapd dpapt. avépi, 
and said ef tuvds te éovxodp. x.7.A. in the conviction of his 
innocence. This is opposed to the context, opposed to the 
preceding ta judo. «.7.d., and opposed to ver. 10; moreover, 
his whole style of asserting his innocence would be an 
unbecoming piece of parade. — ota@eis| he stood forth before 
Jesus,—a joyful confidence. Comp. on xviii. 11. — sion] 
The form 7uécea (Lachmann), which Attic writers approve, is 
a correction either from juion or from juiceva. As to the 
substantival neuter, see Kiihner, § 479 b; Bornemann, ad Xen. 
Cyrop. viii. 3. 41.— e twos te éoveod.] If I have taken 

1 Tischendorf, namely, has adopted +é wie, in accordance with B L Q A&. 
Certainly in the classical writers twiosia (scil. woipa or pepis) is the substantival 
Seminine of nuious, Thue. vi. 62. 4; Plat. Leg. 12, p. 956 D, Zp. vii. p. 347C; 
Dem. 430. 8; Lucian, Herm. 48; while rz juices occurs also at least in Antonin. 


Lib. ii. p. 16; hence it is all the more probable that Luke wrote it, but it 
was then changed into #uicsx, and finally into juion, 
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anything from any one by fraud. The verb (ii. 14) is con- 
strued like dmootepety tivds te (Plut. Dem. iv.; Soph. Phil. 
1267), aworavew twos te (Xen. Hier. vii. 9, Mem. i. 6. 2; 
Plat. Crit. p. 54 A; Arist. Nub. 1231); among the Greeks 
with wapa, Lys. p. 177, 32. The e& is not to make the 
matter uncertain, as though he were conscious to himself of 
no such extortion, but ¢?...7v is the milder expression of 
self-confession instead of 6,rtz. See Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. 
p. 195. — tetpazrdovr] he professes himself ready for a measure 
of compensation, such as was ordained for theft, Ex. xxi. 37; 
1 Sam. xii. 3. Comp. Keil, Arch. § 154. 3. In respect of 
breach of trust and the like, it was ordained only that a fifth 
part above the value should be restored (Lev. v. 21 ff.; Num. 
v. 6 f.).- 

Vv. 9,10. IIpos atrov] to him, mpos, as vv. 5, 8; not: in 
reference to him (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, and 
others), so that Jesus spoke to the disciples or to the people 
(Paulus). He speaks to Zacchaeus, but not in the second person 
(T@ oixw cov), because what He said was to serve at the same 
time as a correction for those murmurers (ver. 7, comp. on 
ver. 11), and consequently was to have a more general desti- 
nation. Hence it is also at least unnecessary, with Ewald, 
to assume an audible soliloquy of Jesus, and to read mpos 
avrov (to himself) (comp. pos éavTor, xviii. 11). — KaOore Kat 
autos K.7.r.] in accordance with the fact that (i. 7; Acts ii. 21; 
in the New Testament used only by Luke) he also (as other 
Jews, although he is despised as a sinner) 7s a son of Abraham, 
—as which he belongs to the saving solicitude of the Messiah. 
Comp. xiii. 16. It is not the worthiness (Grotius, Kuinoel, 
Bleek, and others), but the theocratic claim that is meant. 
Cyprian, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and others, 
including Schenkel, who regard Zacchaeus as a Gentile, are 
compelled to take vids ’ABp. in an ethical sense (“quamvis 
genere non sit, tamen fide est,” Maldonatus). But that he 
was a Gentile is in itself (see also on ver. 2), and according 
to ver. 8, not to be supposed, and is not implied in ver. 7. — 
Ver. 10. yap] justifies what is said at ver. 9: with full right 
do I say that this day is salvation come to this house (the 
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family of this house), etc., for the Messiah has come to seek and 
to save that which is lost, i.e. those who have incurred eternal 
ruin. The collective neuter used of persons, as in John xvii. 2 ; 
on the thought, see 1 Tim. i. 15. — Ae] emphatically placed 
first; for Jesus declares the purpose of His appearance. — 
Enthoat| might be suggested by the idea of a shepherd (xv. 4) ; 
still the text contains no closer reference of that kind. Hence 
it is rather a general expression of the seeking of the love that 
is solicitous for souls. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 14. Moreover, comp. 
on Matt. xvii. 11. 

Ver. 11. As to the relation of the following parable to Matt. 
xxv. 14-30, see on Matthew; the form in Luke is not the 
original one; see also Weiss in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1864, p. 
128 ff.— dkovovtar Sé attav tadta] But because they heard 
this (ver. 8 ff), whereby their Messianic anticipations could 
only be strengthened; see what follows. Not the disciples 
(Grotius and others), but only those murmurers, ver. 7, could 
be the swbject—the single plural-subject which preceded. The 
scene is this—the people in attendance have accompanied 
Jesus as far as the entrance into the house (as far as into the 
forecourt), when they also observe how Zacchaeus joyously 
welcomes Jesus, and they murmur; whereon Zacchaeus speaks 
the words, ver. 8, and Jesus the rejoinder, vv. 9 and 10.— 
Both utterances therefore are spoken while they are still at 
the entrance, so that the murmuring crowd also listens to 
what is said. The connection is neither disclosed first of all 
from the contents of the parable (Weizsiicker), nor is it obscure 
(de Wette, Holtzmann), but it is darkened by the interpreters 
(see also Schleiermacher).— mpoo@eis] adding to, still con- 
tinuing—a Hebraism, as at Gen. xxxvil. 5, Job xxix. 1, and 
elsewhere ; Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 588]. In pure Greek the 
expression would run zpoo@eis rapa. eirev.—eirre wapaB.] 
Comp. xviii. 9.— éyy’s] 150 stadia, Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3. 

1Jn affinity with the contents of this parable is the word which Christ, 
according to Clem. Homil. ii. 51, iii. 50, xviii. 20, and Apelles in Epiphan. 
Haer. 44. 2, is said to have spoken: yivecbs Ddoxuor rparsCiras The wide 
publication of this saying in Christian antiquity (Clem. Alex., Origen, etc. ) 


makes it probable (in opposition to Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 458) that it 
actually was a word of Christ’s. 
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— dru mapayphua «.7.r.] bréXaBov, Ste Sia TodTO avevou viv 
eis ‘Iepove., va Bacidevon év avth, Euthymius Zigabenus. — 
avaghalverbar| to come to light.—The people think of the 
glorious setting up of the kingdom believed in by them. This 
verse, moreover, does not exclude from the connection of Luke 
the history of the entrance, ver. 29 ff., which Marcion rejected. 
Comp. Hilgenfeld, Krit. Unters. p. 466. 

Vv. 12, 13. Here is represented a man of noble descent, a 
nobleman, who journeys into the far country to the governor, 
who possesses the supremacy, in order to receive, as a vassal, 
from him regal power over those who have been his fellow- 
citizens up to that time. This representation is borrowed 
from the circumstances of governors in Palestine at that time, 
the kings of which, the Herods, received from Rome their 
Baotrela; especially the instance of Archelaus, in respect of 
the fruitless protest raised against him by the Jews (Joseph. 
Antti. xvii. 11. 1), is sufficiently similar, reasonably to derive 
the parabolic narrative, so far as that part of it is concerned, 
from the remembrance of that transaction."— els yopav paxpar] 
a contrast with the tapaypjya, ver. 11, for Jesus must first go 
into heaven to the Father, but not consequently removing the 
Parousia beyond the duration of the lifetime of the genera- 
tion (Baur, Zeller), since the reckoning at the return has to 
do with the same servants. — éavt@] he wished to receive the 
kingly dignity for himself, although till then there had. been 
another king. — Ver. 13. éavtod] ten slaves of his own, of whom 
therefore he might rightly expect the care of his interest. 
Comp. on Matt. xxv. 14.— dea pvas] to wit, to each one. 
The Attic mina = 100 drachmas, i.e. according to Wurm, de 
ponderum ete. rationibus, p. 266, = from 22 thal. 16 grosch. 
to 24 thal. 3 grosch. Vienna standard money [sed/.=from 


‘ Possibly even the locality suggested to Jesus the reference to Archelaus, 
For in Jericho stood the royal palace which Archelaus had built with great 
magnificence, Joseph. Antt. xvii. 13. 1. 

? An essential variation from Matt. xxv. The equality of the pecuniary sum 
which is given to all shows that it was not the (very varied) charismatic endow- 
ment for office, but the office itself, that was meant to be typified, whose equal 
claims and duties, however, were observed by the individuals very differently 
and with very unequal result. 
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£3, 7s. 8d. to £3, 12s. 4d.]. The small sum astonishes us 
(even if we should understand thereby Hebrew minae; one 
m312= 100 shekels, 1 Kings x. 17; 2 Chron. ix. 16). Com- 
pare, on the other hand, the talents, Matt. xxv. But in 
Matt. /.c. the lord transfers to his servants his whole property; 
here, he has only devoted a definite sum of money to the 
purpose of putting ten servants to the proof therewith, and 
the smallness of this amount corresponds to what is so care- 
fully emphasized in our parable, viz. the relation of faith- 
fulness in the least to its great recompense, ver. 17, which 
relation is less regarded in the parable in Matthew ; hence in 
his Gospel (xxv. 21, 23) it is only said él oddya (not as in 
Luke xix. 17, év €Aayiot@) ; and the recompense of the indi- 
viduals is stated indefinitely and in similar terms. The device 
that the lord took most of his money with him on the jowrney 
(Kuinoel) explains nothing; but the assumption of a mis- 
take in the translation (Michaelis), whereby out of minae is 
made portions (Mi32), is sheer invention. — mpayyat.] follow 
commercial pursuits, Plut. Sull. vii. 17, Cat. min. 54; Lucian, 
Philops. 36.— év @ Epxopas] during which (to wit, during this 
your mparyyatever Gar) [ come, i.e. in the midst of which I return. 
As to épy. in the sense of coming again, which the context 
affords, see on John iv. 16. 

Vy. 14, 15. The embassy sent forth after him (dmicw 
avtov) goes to the bestower of the kingdom; hence rodtov ; 
“fastidiose loquuntur,’ Bengel. — of roditas avtod] his fellow- 
citizens, Plat. Protag. p. 315 C, and frequently ; Gen. xxii, 
11.—od Oérouev «.7.r.] not instead of Oédropev rodtov ov 
Baow. (Markland, ad Lys. I. p. 280f.; Bornemann), but 
definite rejection: we will not that this man shall be king. 
On Bacirevoas (Aor.), see Schaefer, App. ad Dem. III. p. 4577. 
— Ver. 15. In respect of the form yvot (Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf), see on Mark v. 43.— tis ti] who gained anything, and 
what he gained? See on Mark xv. 24.— diarrpaypar.] not: 
“negotiando lyecratus esset” (Castalio, so usually), but: had 
undertaken, Comp. Dion. Hal. iii. 72. Passages where da- 
Tpaym. means perserutart are not in point here, Plat. Phaed. 
p. 77D, 95-E. 
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Vv. 16, 17. ‘H pv cov x.7.r.] “ Modeste lucrum acceptum 
fert herili pecuniae, non industriae suae,” Grotius, comparing 
1 Cor. xv. 10. On mpoceipyac., has gained to it, comp. Xen. 
Hell. iii. 1. 28. — edye (see the critical remarks): well done ! 
bravo! Comp. on Matt. xxv. 21.— Since thow in the least 
hast become faithful (actually, not: hast been), be thow ruler 
over ten cities. Comp. xvi. 10. 

Ver. 21. As to this apology and its rejection, ver. 22 f., see 
on Matt. xxv. 24 ff.— aipes x.7.r.] a closer reference to the 
meaning of dvOp. avatnpos ef, comp. ver. 22, hence no longer 
dependent on 671, thou takest up what thou hast not laid down. 
This is to be left in the generality of its proverbial form as 
an expression of the unsparingness of the property of others, 
which, however, is here conceived of not as dishonest, but 
in stringent vindication of legitimate claims. The servant 
pretends that he was afraid for the possible case of the loss of 
the mina; that the rigorous lord would indemnify himself for 
it from his property. De Wette and Bleek are wrong in read- 
ing: thou claimest back what thou hast not entrusted,—opposed 
to which is the literal meaning of aipess and its correlation 
with €@nxas. Moreover, ver. 23 is not in harmony therewith. 
Comp. rather the injunction in Josephus, c. Ap. 2: 6 wy xaté- 
Onké Tis, ovK avaipyoerat, and the law of Solon in Diog. Laert. 
i. 2.9: & pr ou, py avédy. The austere character (adernpos) 
consists in the regardlessness of the inhumanity, in respect of 
which is experienced the “swmmum jus, summa injuria.” The 
epithet oxAnpds in Matthew denotes the same thing, but under 
a different figurative representation (in opposition to Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 139). 

Vv. 23, 24. The question comes in abruptly with «ai, laying 
bare the contradiction between the clauses. See Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 147. él tpdrefav (without an article, see 
the critical remarks), on a banker's table. The sign of inter- 
rogation is to be placed, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, 
after tpdmefav. xal éy (Lachmann, Tischendorf: xayo) x.7.A. 
is then the result which, in the event hinted at by da Ti 
«.7.d. (dv, see Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 187 [E. T. 216]), would 
have followed. — Ver, 24. 7. mapeot.] ic. the satellites, 1. 19. 
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— tas déxa pas] the ten minae mentioned at ver. 16, there- 
fore not those which he had from the beginning, but those 
which he has acquired for himself with the mina that was 
entrusted to him. 

Ver. 25 interrupts the discourse, since at ver. 26 the king 
(not Jesus) continues, as is proved by ver. 27; hence, with 
Lachmann and Ewald, ver. 25 is to be put in parentheses, but 
not, with Bleek, to be set aside as an interpolation. — Ver. 26 
justifies (even without yap, see the critical remarks) the 
direction contained in ver. 24 by a general principle; but the 
parenthesis of ver. 25 contains the reason wherefore the king 
added this justification. 

Ver. 27. IIhjv] Besides—breaking off. The further arrange- 
ment of the king turns away now, that is to say, from the 
slaves just conferred with, and has to do with those enemies, 
ver. 14, about whom the decision is still pending. — tovrous 
(see the critical remarks), although referring to those who 
were absent, describes them as present in the idea of the 
speaker and the hearers, Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 295; Hein- 
dorf, ad Phaed. p. 60 ; Bornemann, Schol. p. 120. — xatracda€.] 
Slay them ; the strong expression is chosen as shadowing forth 
the completeness of the condemnation to everlasting death at 
the final judgment. Comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 1. 23; Herod. 
vill, 127; Soph...0, #730; Diod. Sic, xii, 76; <2. Mae 
¥.. 12. 

The doctrine of the parable, according to Luke’s form of it, 
concerns, on the one hand, the Jewish people that would not 
receive Jesus as the Messiah (comp. John i. 11); and, on the 
other, the disciples who were to make application of the 
official charge entrusted to them (the wva which each had 
equally received) zealously as far as possible in the interest 
of the Messiah until His Parousia. The Messiah thus appears 
in a twofold relation: to His perverse people and to His ser- 
vants. The latter are to be called to account at the Parousia, 
and according to the measure of the actual discharge of official 
duty committed equally to all, will be exalted to a propor- 
tionally high degree of participation in the Messianic dominion 
(comp. Rom, v. 17, viii, 17; 1 Cor. iv. 8; 2 Tim. ii. 12). 
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This happiness, however, will be so far from falling to the 
lot of the indolent servant, who in any case is inexcusable," 
that he was rather to be deprived of the official position of 
service which he had received, and consequently was to 
receive no kind of share in the future glory of the kingdom, 
to which, nevertheless, he also had been appointed. But the 
former, the antagonistic Jews, are to be dealt with by the 
returning Messiah with the heaviest punishments. 

Ver. 28. The narrative is wanting in precision, since, accord- 
ing to ver. 5 f., this évropevero did not take place till the next 
morning. — éumpoobev| He went before (“ praecedebat,” Vulg.), 
ae. according to the context (ver. 29), at the head of His 
disciples. Comp. Mark x. 32. Erasmus, Kypke, Kuinoel, 
Ewald, and others have: He went forwards, He pursued His 
journey. This would be the simple ézopevero (xiii. 33 and 
elsewhere) or ézrop. eis TO utrpoobev. 

Vv. 29-38. See on Matt. xxi. 1-9; Mark xi.1-10. Luke 
follows Mark, yet not without something peculiar to himself 
towards the end. With Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 794 f., Lach- 
mann, and Tischendorf, we must certainly place the accent 
thus on the word éAawyr, olive-grove, olivetum ; not as though, 
if it were €Xawv, the article would in itself be necessary 
(after €Xas. dpos would have to be repeated), but because Luke, 
when he designates the mountain as the “ Mount of Olives,” 
constantly has the article (ver. 37, xxii. 39); but besides, in 
Acts i. 12, where he likewise adds xadovp., he undoubtedly 
uses the form éAaiév as a name. Hence, at Luke xxi. 37 
also, €Xai@v is to be written. Comp. Joseph. Anté. vii. 9. 2: 
dia Tod éXatdvos dpovs. On the nominative, in respect of a 
verb of naming, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 517; Fritzsche, Lc. ; 
Bernhardy, p. 66. — Ver. 31. 6rv] because, an answer to dia 
Tt. — Ver. 33. ot xvptor] the actual possessor and those 
belonging to him. — Ver. 35. éavt@v] they use their own upper 
garments for a riding cushion in their reverence and love 


1 Ver. 23 serves to mark this inexcusableness in the concrete illustration. 
The text does not give any further verbal interpretation of the banker’s counter. 
Lange, L. J. Il. 1, p. 414, finds that by the cpéxsZa is depicted the church or 
the congregation to which the office might have been given back. 
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for the Lord. So éavréy serves for a vivid colouring of the 
narrative. — Ver. 37. éyyifovtos ... mpos 7H KataB.] mpos, 
not of the movement whither (de Wette), but a pregnant 
union of the direction (éyyif.) with the where (when He 
approached at the declivity). See generally, Kiihner II. 
p. 316. In Homer zpos is often found thus with the dative. 
— ip£avto| for this was only the last station of the Messiah’s 
entry.— T&v panrev] in the wider sense. — efdov] for all 
the Messianic mighty works which they, as companions of 
Jesus, had seen. — Ver. 38. év ovoy. x.] belongs to épyop., 
according to a frequent transposition. See Bornemann, Schol. 
p. 121 f.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 2.18. Comp. xxiii. 48. 
— eipnvn x.7.d.| The thought that “with God is salvation (which 
He is now purposing to communicate by means of the Messiah), 
and He is praised (for it) in the height (by the angels, comp. 
il, 14),” is expressed in a hymnic form by the parallelism: 
“ Salvation is in the heaven, and glory in the highest.” Luke 
gives the acclamation, according to a tradition, which had 
avoided the Hebrew Hosanna. 

Ver. 39 ff. Peculiar to Luke, and as far as ver. 44 taken from 
tradition. — azo Tod dyXov] from out of the multitude, among 
whom they found themselves. — éuitiunoov] rebuke (this 
crying). — o1wrjcovow] (see the critical remarks) indicative 
after édy, so that the meaning of ay clings wholly to the con- 
ditioning particle, and does not affect the verb: 7f these become 
silent. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 474. — ot Ai@ou xpaé.] The 
sense is: this outbreak of the divine praise is not to be 
restrained. Comp. Hab. 1. 11; Servius, ad Virg. Ecl. v. 28 ; 
Chagiga, f. 16. 1: “Ne dicas: quis testabitur contra me? 
Lapides domus ejus... testabuntur contra eum.” See also 
the passages in Wetstein.— Ver. 41. éx’ adryy] over itt, 
comp. xxiii. 28. The direction of the weeping to its object ; 
in the classical writers with a simple accusative, also with éa/ 
vw (Rev. xviii. 11). Observe, further, the audible weeping 
of Jesus at the view of Jerusalem, not the silent daxpvew as 
at the grave of Lazarus, John xi. 35. — e¢ éyvas x.7.r.| if only 
thou hadst known and, indeed, in this thy day, what belongs to 
thy salvation! Pathetic aposiopesis, and consequently an 
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expression of the frwitlessness of the wish ; comp. on xxii. 42, 
and on John vi. 62; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 339 [E. T. 396], 
Euthymius Zigabenus aptly says: e’é@acu yap oi KAaiovTes 
émixomtecbar Tovs Aoyous Uo THs TOD TaBovs epodpdTyTos. 
What served for the salvation of Jerusalem was the reception 
of Jesus as the Messiah. — xa ov] as my pabntal. — Kal ye] 
et quidem. See on Acts ii. 18.— &v TH Hy. cov] ie. in this 
day given to thee for thy deliverance. Comp. Tov xacpov Tijs 
émioxomrys cou, ver. 44; Ps. exviii. 24. — vdv 6é] as, however, 
now the circumstances actually are, but thus ; often thus since 
Homer after conditional clauses (John viii. 40 ; 1 Cor. xii. 20). 
— €xpvBn] by divine decree; see John xii. 37 ff.; Rom. 
xi. 7 f. — Ver. 43. dt HEovow x«.7.d.] Ste does not introduce 
what has been concealed (this is rather ta mpos edpnyny cov), 
but it brings a prophetic confirmation of the vdv dé «.7.d. that 
has just been said: for there shall come (not tarry), etc. The 
certainty of this miserable future proves that what serves for 
thy salvation has become veiled from thine eyes. Following 
Lachmann, only a comma is to be placed before dv. In 
what follows, observe the solemn five-fold repetition of «aé in 
the affecting unperiodic discourse. The first takes the place of 
éte (xvii. 22, xxiii. 44; Rom. ii. 16; John iv. 21; and see 
on Mark xv. 25).—ydpaxa] masculine: a palisaded wall, 
Polyb. i. 29. 3, viii. 34. 3, x. 39.1, xviii. 1.1. On yapaxa 
Badnrew, see Plut. Aem. P.17, Marcell. 18. As a feminine, it 
is limited by the grammarians to the signification of vine-prop, 
but see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 61 f.— coc] Comp. Xen. Mem. 
ili, 1.14: rats wodrcow éptyata repiBddrovTar, According 
to Herod. i. 163, and elsewhere, oé might also be used. In 
the Jewish war the rampart was actually erected (hence 
Schenkel considers this point as vaticinium ex eventw), burnt 
up by the Jews, and replaced by Titus with a wall. See 
Joseph. v. 6. 2, v. 12. 2 ff. — ovvé£over] keep close, see on 
Phil. i. 23. — Ver. 44. édaquodci ce] they shall level thee (Polyb. 
vi. 33. 6), Le. make thee like to the ground. Comp. Amos 
ix. 14; also xatackamtew eis éadgos, Thuc. iv. 109. 1. 
Comp. iii. 68. 2. The following «. ra téxva o. &v cot is 
added by a zeugma, so that now édadifw has the signification, 
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frequent in the LXX., to dash on the ground (Hos. xiv. 1; 
Nah. i. 10; Ps. exxxvii. 9). The children of the city are its 
inhabitants, Matt. xxiii. 37; Luke xiii. 34; Gal. iv. 25. The 
city is figuratively regarded as a mother, hence ta réxva are 
not to be understood (Kuinoel) of the actwal children (infantes). 
— Tov Kawp. T. émick. cov] the time of the solicitude concerning 
thee, when God interested Himself for thee by means of the 
offer of the Messianic salvation through me. Comp. 1 Pet. 
i, 12; Prov.. xxix. 13°: Job; xxix.,4; Wisd. i. 10) Te 
Eeclus. xviii. 19; 3 Macc. v. 42, and thereon Grimm. é2ue- 
kom? in itself is a vow media, and in the LXX. and Apocrypha 
(Wisd. xiv. 11, xix. 15) is frequently also used when God 
concerns Himself with any one in punishment. The word does 
not occur in the classical writers. 

Vv. 45, 46. See on Matt. xxi, 12 f.; Mark xi. 15-17. 
Luke proceeds by brief extracts, and, moreover, gives the 
saying in Isa. lvi. 7 not as Mark gives it, but in the abbre- 
viated form of Matthew. — jp£ato] He began therewith His 
Messianic ministry inthe temple. Schleiermacher erroneously 
regards vv. 45, 46 as the concluding formula of the narrative 
of the journey. 

Vv. 47, 48. Kat ot mpato. t. aod] The worldly aris- 
tocracy, yet with special emphasis. — éfexpéuaro «.7.A.] the 
people hung upon Him as they hearkened to Him. “ Populi 
assiduitas aditum hostibus obstruebat,” Bengel. On éxxpéwapar 
with a genitive, comp. Plut. Mar. 12, and the passages in 
Wetstein. With é«, Gen. xliv. 30; Plat. Leg. v. p. 731 E. 
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Ver. 1. zxefvwv] is wanting in the authorities of greatest import- 
ance. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
An addition for greater precision. — dpyiepes] A EG H K U 
Vr aA A, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl. have iepe%. Recommended 
by Griesb., adopted by Matth. and Tisch. The Recepta is from 
the parallels. — Ver. 3. 2a] is wanting in BL Rx, min. Syr. 
Copt. Colb. For. Tol. It stands after aéy. in A K M U* min. 
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It is 
from the parallels, from which also ody is introduced after dé =, 
ver. 5.— Ver. 10. d%ow] ducovew is so strongly attested by A B 
LM Q»¥, min., that it is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
and éaow to be regarded as a grammatical emendation. — 
Ver. 13. iddvreg] is wanting in BC DLQRs, min. vss. Ambr., 
and is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
The superfluous word was omitted on account of the parallels; 
there was no reason for its addition. — Ver. 14. iaurod<] Tisch. 
has drAgrous, following BD LE», min. vss. The Recepta is 
from ver. 5 and Mark xii. 7; comp. Matt. xxi. 38. From the 
parallels also comes éztre, which, in accordance with very import- 
ant evidence, is deleted by Rinck, Lachm. and Tisch. Luke 
nowhere has the word. — Ver. 19. With Lachm. and Tisch., on 
preponderant evidence, read: of ypuym. xual of d&pysep.— Ver. 20. 
sig 76] BC D L 8 have ore, which, with Bornemann, Lachm. and 
Tisch., is to be adopted; the «/s ré, foreign to Luke, is an inter- 
pretation. — Ver. 23. ri we reipéZere] condemned by Griesb. and © 
Rinck, deleted by Tisch., following B Ls, min. Copt. Arm. 
Rightly ; it is from Matt. xxii. 18, whence also in C isoxpirai, 
too, is interpolated. — Ver. 24. Instead of dc/Zure Elz. has éar- 
ée/Zare, in opposition to decisive evidence; it is from Matth. — 
After dnvépiv Lachm. has in brackets of 6: géeiZav, nal eixev. Not 
strongly enough attested by B Lx, min. vss. to appear other- 
wise than a gloss in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 27. 
dwrinéyovres| BC D L8, min. vss. have Aéyovres. Approved by 
Schulz and Fritzsche, ad Marc. XII. 8. An emendation, accord- 
ing to the parallels. — Ver. 28. Instead of the second drotdvy, 
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BL Ps** min. vss. (including Vulg. It.) Lachm. [Tisch. 8] have 
merely 7. An attempt at improvement suggested by ignorance. 
— Vv. 30,31. Much confusion among the authorities. Lachm. 
has retained the Recepta, nevertheless he places before acairws 
another aeatrws in brackets, and throws out the x«/ which Elz. 
has after érré, with Griesb. and Scholz. I agree with Tisch. in 
regarding as original the text of BD Ls, 157: xal 6 dedrepos 
nal 6 rpirog trAaBev adrnv’ woavrws O& nal of EmTa ov HaTEA, TEnvE x. 
axéd. Comp. Bornem. in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1843, p. 136; also 
Rinck, Lucubr. p. 333. To this text the gloss ‘AaSev adrjy was 
added to é éer.; this occasioned the dropping out of these 
words in their true place, and there appeared: xai 6 debrepos 22.0 Bev 
airhy x. 6 rpirog w7.A. Thus still Copt. The deleting of traGev 
airqy in this spurious place, without restoring them again to the 
genuine one, occasioned the text of D: xaié debrepog x. 6 rpiros 
(without 2. air.). The Recepta has grown up out of circum- 
stantial glosses. Even the double acatrwg (A KH V Ir A, min. 
Goth. Syr., taken by Matth. into the text) is a gloss; it was 
thought to be necessary to complete the simple AuGev airjy. 
The xa, which Elz. has after irra, is indeed defended by Rinck, 
but decisively condemned by the authorities. A connective 
addition made from misunderstanding. — Ver. 32 is, as by 
Tisch., to be read: dorepov xa! 4 yuvn drédavev (Lachm.: tor. awed. x. 
iy). The Recepta is from Matth. — Ver. 33. The order of the 
words : 4 yuvy ov ¢v rm dvaor. (B L), is, with Tisch., to be preferred ; 
it was altered in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 34. 
znyapioxovras] objectionable, since A K M P U r 4, min. have 
éxyapiGovra, While B L&, min. Or. Epiph. Nyss. have yaisxov- 
rot. Read the latter, with Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta and 
znyapiCovras are glosses to give greater precision. Equally, how- 
ever, at ver. 35 also is not to be read yayiZovras, with Matth. 
Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with D L Q BR AX, but yapioxovras, 
in accordance with B. — Ver. 40. 6¢] B L&, min, Copt. Tisch. 
have yép. Rightly ; yap was not understood. 


Vy. 1-8. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27; Mark xi. 27-33. 
Luke follows Mark with some abbreviation, and with some 
material peculiar to himself, as also in the further portions of 
this chapter. — év pd Tov 7pepov] (without éxelvwr, see the 
critical remarks) is, as v. 17, viii. 22, an approximate state- 
ment of the date; the days in question are meant, to wit, of 
the stay in Jerusalem. Schleiermacher is arbitrary in seeing 
here the beginning of a special document. — éréotnaav] came 
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upon. The idea of suddenness and unexpectedness is not of 
itself contained in the word, and needed to be expressed (as 
xxi. $4; Isocr. viii. 41; Philo Flacc. p. 981 C, al. in 
Loesner), or at least suggested by the context (comp. on ii. 9). 
— Ver. 2. #] introduces a more definite idea of the point of 
the question. — Ver. 3. «al eiaté ov] Kai is the simple and : 
I will ask you, and tell me (what I shall ask you). Then 
follows the question itself. — cvvedoy.] they reckoned, they con- 
sidered. Only here in the New Testament, frequently in the 
classical writers. — Ver. 6. mas 0 Nads KaTadwO. juds| a later 
form of the tradition. The word is not elsewhere retained. 
Comp. cataXGodv in Josephus, catadOoBonreiv, Ex. xvii. 4. 
It denotes the stoning down. 

Vv. 9-19. See on Matt. xxi. 33-46; Mark xii. 1-12. — 
np&aro| after that despatch of the members of the Sanhedrim. 
— pos T. Aaov] “muniendum contra interpellationem anti- 
stitum,” Bengel. Otherwise in Matt. and Mark, according 
to whom the discourse is addressed directly to the members 
of the Sanhedrim, and these, according to Luke, are also 
present (ver. 19).— Ver. 10. dacovew] (see the critical 
remarks): see on 1 Cor. ix. 18; Eph. vi. 3. — atta] to him, 
the possessor of the vineyard, by the servants. — Ver. 11. 
mpooéOeto méuarar] a Hebraism, Gen. iv. 2, and elsewhere. 
Comp. on xix. 11, and see Valckenaer, p. 253 f. — Ver. 13. 
iaws| perchance. The corresponding German word (vielleicht) 
expresses not mere conjecture, but, although in a still doubt- 
ing form, his expectation (“ spem rationi congruentem,” Bengel). 
See Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 213; Bornemann, Sehol. p. 122 f. ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 855. Only here in the New Testa- 
ment. — Ver. 14. (dddvres S€ adtov] with emphasis, corre- 
sponding to the previous rodtoy idovres.— Ver. 16. eizrov] 
' Persons from the people in ver. 9, who have comprehended, 
although dimly, the foreshadowing of evil. — pu) yévouro] (see 
on Rom. iii. 4), to wit, that the yewpyor lay hands themselves 
on the son, kill him, and bring about the dmodécer x.7.r. ! — 
Ver. 17. ody] what then, if your pi yévorto is to be allowed, 
what then is this scriptural saying, etc. It is meaningless, 
there is nothing in it. — Ver. 19. «ai époB.] nai, and yet ; 
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comp. on Mark xii. 12. — éyrwoar] the people, to wit,’ whose 
understanding the passage of Scripture, ver. 17 f£., accompanied 
by the heart - penetrating glance of Jesus (€uPBAéwas), has 
opened. 

Vv. 20-26. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22; Mark xii. 13-17. 
— tapatnpyc.| having watched, so that they had thus further 
lain in wait for Him after that hour, ver. 19, in order to be 
able to entrap Him. — éycadérous] people instigated, secretly 
commissioned, Plat. <Axioch. p. 368 E; Dem. 1483. 1; 
Polyb. xiii. 5. 1; Joseph. Andtt. vi. 5. 2. — éavtods Sixaious 
eivat] who feigned that they themselves were strict observers of 
the law, who, therefore, by the pressure of their own con- 
sciences (not instigated by other people), came with the follow- 
ing question. These therefore are such “qui tum, quum 
maxime fallunt, id agunt, ut vire bone videantur,” Cicero, Off: 
i. 13. — ériAdB.] The subject is the members of the Sanhe- 
drim. — avdtod Adyou] in order to take hold of Him on a word. 
avtod does not depend on Adyou (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bleek), but 
on é7AadB., and Adyouv is the secondary object. See Job 
xxx. 18. Xen. Anab. iv. 7.12: éwirapBavetar adtod tijs 
itvos. The Vulgate rightly has: “eum in sermone.” — date 
(see the critical remarks), as iv. 29; Matt. xxiv. 24.— 7H 
apyn «. TH eEove. T. ny.] to the supremacy and (and especially) 
the power of the procurator. To combine the two (“the 
supremacy and power of the magistrate,” Beza, de Wette, 
Bleek) is not indeed forbidden by the repetition of the article, 
but it is opposed by it, because this repetition would have no 
motive. — Ver. 21. AapBav. mpdcw7.| art not a partisan. 
See on Gal. ii. 6.— Ver. 22. dopov] capitation and land- 
tribute, to be distinguished from TéAos, the indirect tribute (the 
tax on merchandise), see Kypke, II. p. 183 f., and already 
Thomas Magister, p. 900, ed. Bern. Comp. Rom. xiii. 7. 
Luke uses the Greek instead of the Roman word x«hvoov, found 
in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 26. Observe the careful depict- 
ing of the triumph of Jesus. Comp. ver. 39 f. 

1 See on Mark xii. 12. The reference to the scribes and chief priests involves 


us in subtleties as in Grotius, Lange, L. J. III. p. 494, and others.  sfés 
avrovs refers first of all to the hierarchs, 
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Vv. 27-40. See on Matt. xxii. 23-33; Mark xii. 18-27. 
— oi avtidéyovtes] does not belong by an abnormal apposi- 
tion to Trav Yaddovearay (thus usually, including Winer, p. 471 
[E. T. 668]), but to rwés. These twés, namely, so far as 
they were twes Tav Yaddovx., are more precisely characterized 
by of avturéy. «.7.d.: People who there concerted together (parti- 
ciple with article, see Kiihner, IT. p. 131). — dvaort. pi) eivac] 
On p7 and infinitive after avTiAéy., comp. Xen. Anab. ii. 5. 29, 
and see in general Bernhardy, p. 364; Hartung, Partikell. II. 
p- 168.— Ver. 28. «Kai obtos x.7.d.] and indeed shall have 
died without children. See Matthiae, p. 1040.— Ver. 29. 
ovv| for the subsequent procedure took place in consequence of 
that law. — Ver. 30 f. According to the rectified text (see the 
critical remarks): And the second and the third took her; in 
like manner, moreover, also (as those three who had taken her 
and died childless) the seven (collectively, comp. xvii. 17) left 
behind no children, and died. Logically aé@avov ought to 
precede, but the emphasis of od xatéd. Téxva has occasioned 
the dotepov mpotepov. See Kiihner, II. p. 629 ; Bornemann, 
Schol. p. 125. — Ver. 34 f. of viol tod aidvos TovTov] Comp. 
on xvi. 8. Yet here what is meant is not according to the 
ethical, but the physical idea: the men of the pre-Messianic 
periods of the world. — ot 6€ katakiwO. «.7.r.] but they who (at 
the Parousia) shall be counted worthy (comp. 2 Thess. i. 5) to 
become partakers of the future age (the Messianic period), and 
of the resurrection from the dead. Herein is to be observed— 
(1) that here is likewise a mpotepov torepov (comp. on 
ver. 31), for the resurrection discloses the participation in the 
ai@y éxeivos; but the context (see also THs avactdc. viol 
ovtes, ver. 36) shows that Jesus has in view only those who 
are to be raised, apart from those who are stzll living here 
at the Parousia, comp. Rom. viii. 11; (2) according to the 
connection (cata£iw0., and see ver. 36), the resurrection here 
meant is defined as the first, the advdotacis Tov Sixaiwy (see 
on xiv. 14).— The genitives tod aidv. éx. and THs avact. are 
governed by tvyeiv. Comp. Aesch. Prom. 239: TovodTou 
Tuxelv ovK HnEwOnv; Winer, p. 566 [E. T. 761]. Moreover, 
comp. the Rabbinical dignus futuro saeculo xan ody nov, in 
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Schoettgen and Wetstein. — Ver. 36. With Lachmann, follow- 
ing ABD LP, we must write oddé' (Winer, p. 434 f. [E. T. 
614]; Buttmann, p. 315 [E. T. 368]): for neither can they 
die any more. The immortality of those who have risen again, 
even if it does not exclude the difference of sex absolutely 
(comp. Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 459°), still excludes marriage 
among them, since propagation presupposes a mortal race ; 
évtai0a pev yap érret Odvatos, dsa TovTO yapuos, Theophylact. 
— icdyy.... dvtes] gives the reason of the ovdé amofavetv 
ért S¥vavtat ; their immortality depends upon their changed 
nature, which will be-—(1) equality with the angels; and (2) 
sonship of God. The former in respect of their higher and no 
longer fleshly corporeality (in opposition to Hofmann, Schrift- 
bew. I. p. 316f.; Delitzsch, and others; comp. on Matt. 
xxii. 30); the latter plainly not in the moral, but in the meta- 
physical sense; they, as risen again, have entered into the 
participation of divine life and divine glory (comp. on Matt. 
vy. 9, 45), in respect of which the freedom from death is 
essential. See on viol Oeod, so far as it is used in Matthew 
and Luke (in Mark this designation does not occur) of the 
faithful only in respect of their condition after the Parousia, 
the apt remarks of Kaeuffer in the Stichs. Stud. 1843, p. 202 ff. 
But the expression cannot be borrowed from the Old Testa- 
ment designation of the angels as sons of God (so Wittichen, 
Idecn Gtottes als d. Vaters, p. 43), since the risen ones shall 
only be angel-like, not angels. — Ver. 37. Observe the special 
selected word éujvucev, which denotes the announcement of 
something concealed (John xi. 57; Acts xxiii. 30; 1 Cor. 
x. 28; Thuc. iv. 89; Herod. i. 23; Soph. 0. &. 102; Plut. 
Tim. p. 27 B). — «at M.] ie. even Moses, to whom ye are 


1 Comp. the critical remarks on xii. 26. The Recepta ots is to be regarded as 
a mechanical repetition from what has gone before. Bornemann defends ors 
by the supposition that it corresponds with the following xa/. But in that case 
ivdyy. yép sios must be placed in a parenthesis, which, indeed, Lachmann does, 
although it is nowise notified, not even by the twofold sisi, whereby the two 
predicates are emphatically kept apart. 

2 Who nevertheless assumes without proof (p. 102) that Adam’s body, before 
the creation of the woman, was externally without sex, and that this also is the 
case with the bodies of the risen, 
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nevertheless appealing for a proof of the contrary, ver. 28. — 
@s Réyer KUptov x.T.r.]| “narrando sc. quod Deus dixerat,” 
Grotius. — Ver. 38. mdvtes yap atte Cadow] for all (whose 
God He is) are living to Him. The emphasis lies on raves: 
no one is dead to Him. avr@ is the dative of reference: in 
respect of Him, that is, in relation to Him who is their God, 
they are—even although dead in relation to men—Jiving.' 
This state of living actually has place in the intermediate 
state of Paradise,” where they, although dead in reference to 
living men, continue to live to God, and therewith is estab- 
lished the future resurrection as the necessary completion of 
this state of living. The argumentation in Luke is accord- 
ingly, by the addition of ver. 38, not different from that in 
Matthew and Mark, and it takes no inappropriate turn (de 
Wette), whereby the thought must have suffered (Weizsiicker), 
but is the same grand application of the divine utterance 
as in Matthew and Mark (see on Matthew), only enriched 
by that short explanatory clause adda fovtwv, which was 
introduced into the tradition,® certainly at a later date, but 
without affecting the substance, except in the way of indi- 
cating the point of the argument. The avd7@é, however, cannot 
without arbitrariness be taken, according to Acts xvi. 28, as 
though it were €v avt@ (Ewald: “all men, so far as they have 
a true life, have it only in God”). — Ver. 40. ydp] (see the 
critical remarks) gives an explanation as to ver. 39. The 
tables had been turned; a few praised Him, for any further 

14 Macc. xvi. 25: of die civ Ocdv aorobvicxovess Caos 7H Orw, womtp ABpacu, 
‘Isaar, xal "laxop, xual wavres of rarpicpyas, is so far parallel as in that place 
Caos +4 Ow is likewise said of the state of existence in relation to God in Para- 
dise. Moreover, 4 Mace. vii. 19 belongs to this subject, as being a passage in 
harmony with the text before us. Comp. Grimm thereupon, p. 332. 

* The Cae subsists not merely in the view of God, who considers them in 


reference to their future resurrection as living, as J. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, II. 
p. 397, makes out. 

3 The syllogism of the passage is correctly and clearly expressed in substance 
by Beza: ‘Quorum Deus est Deus, illi vivunt, ver. 38 ; Abrahami, Isaaci et 
Jacobi Deus est Deus, ver. 37 ; ergo illi vivunt, et quum nondum revixerint 
corpore, necesse est, ut suo tempore sint corporibus excitatis revicturi.” On the 
penetrating and fruitful exegesis of Jesus which leaves untouched the historical 
Meaning, but is able to develope its ideal contents (comp. Matt. v. 17), see the 
apt remarks in Weizsicker, p. 359f. 
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hostile putting of questions, such as might be expected instead 
of praise, was no more to be thought of. So completely He 
stood as victor there again (comp. on ver. 26). With the 
narrative of the greatest commandment, Mark xii. 28-34, of 
which Luke is said to have retained only the beginning and 
the end (vv. 39, 40), the evangelist has here nothing at . 
all to do (in opposition to Holtzmann). There is nothing 
of a reminiscence of Mark xii. 28 (Weiss) in ver. 39; there 
appears no sort of reason to attribute such poverty to Luke. 
Vv. 41-44. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46; Mark xii. 35-37. 
etre O& mpos avt.| to the scribes, ver. 39 f., and indeed (other- 
wise Matthew and Mark) immediately after what is before 
related. Without reason, Grotius says: de illis, as ver. 19. 
Vv. 45-47. See:on Matt. xxiii 1, 6, 7,.14: aie 
xii. 38-40; which latter Luke closely follows after he has 
proceeded with considerable abbreviation in vv. 41-44, 
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Ver. 2. Kai] bracketed by Lachm. It is wantingin BK LM 
Q X08,min. Or. But AEGHSU Vra 4, min. have it after 
swe. Thus Tisch. [not Tisch. 8]. This is correct. From ignorance 
objection was taken to this arrangement, and xa# was sometimes 
placed before, and sometimes was struck out altogether. — 
Ver. 3. rAsiov] Lachm. and Tisch. have vrA¢iw, which would have 
to be adopted if it were not too feebly attested by D Q X, min. 
— Ver. 4. sod Ocot] is wanting in B L X 8, min. Copt. Syr.™ 
Syrse Deleted by Tisch. An exegetical addition. — Ver. 6. 
After afm Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. Ps, but not Tisch. 8] 
have wéz, in accordance with B L &, min. Copt. Other authori- 
ties have it before Afdos. D, codd. of It. have év rofyw dds. An 
addition from Matthew. — Ver. 8. ov] is to be deleted, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D L X 8, min. vss. 
A connective addition.— Ver. 14. The reading é rag xapdiass 
(Lachm. Tisch.), instead of ei¢ ra&g x.,1s decisively attested. — 
Ver. 15. Elz. Matth. Scholz have dyreme ob0¢ dyriorjver. But 
instead of odé4, A K M R, min. Slav. Brix. Or. Cyr. Didym. 
Griesb. have 7. Sometimes with 7, sometimes with otd¢, D L 
Ss, min. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Or. have the two verbs in 
the reverse order. Hence Lachm. has dyriorjvar obd2 dvrerret, and 
Tisch. has dyriorjvas 7% dvrevveiv. These variations are to be ex- 
plained from the fact that dvrems%, with 7 or 0062, on account of 
the similar beginning of the following verb, was passed over. 
So according to D, Syr. Pers.?- Vulg. ms. codd. of It. Cypr. Aug. 
Rinck. When the passage was restored, the verbs were placed 
in different order; and instead of 7 after the previous 0%, otdé 
was inserted. Accordingly, read with Griesbach: dureme? 4 dvrior. 
— Ver. 19. Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have xzrjoucdc. But A B, 
min. Syr.o™- Arr. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Or. Macar. 
Marcion, ®°cording to Tertullian, have xrjozods. Recommended 
by Griesb» approved by Rinck, adopted by Lachm. The Recepta 
is an interpretation of the future taken imperatively. — Ver. 22. 
Elz. has sanpudjvar. But rAnodjvar is decisively attested. — 
Ver. 23. 62] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following B D L, Arr. 
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It. Theophyl. An addition from the parallels. — After épyq Elz. 
has ¢v, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 24. &yp:| Lachm. 
Tisch. have dxpis (Tisch. é&ypr) ob, on decisive evidence. Luke 
always joins éxp: to a genitive. — Ver. 25. é dropin, jxovens| 
Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have év d&ropia 7jyovc, on decisive evidence. 
The Recepta is an interpretation. — Ver. 33. sapé\dwor] Lachm. 
and Tisch. have rapeActoovras, in accordance with B D L 8, min. 
Rightly. See on Mark xiii. 31.— Ver. 35. Lachm. and Tisch. 
place yap after érercdceras, so that as rayig belongs to ver. 34. 
Thus B D Lx, 157, Copt. It. Meth. Marcion, according to Tertull. 
IT regard the fecepta as being right, as the preceding clause 
contains a qualifying word (aigvidios), but what follows in ver. 35 
needed a similar qualification (wg cayic). Through mistaking 
this, and attracting ws ways as a correlative of aipvid. to the pre- 
ceding clause, yép has been put out of its right place. Instead of 
éxeretvoeras, however, read with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance 
with B DX, érewcAedoeras. The doubly compounded form disap- 
peared through error on the part of the transcribers, as frequently 
happened. — Ver. 36. zara] Tisch. has xarioydenre, following 
BLX-B8, min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Rightly; the Recepta is a 
very old gloss in accordance with xx. 35, comp. 2 Thess. 1. 5. 
—rairw is deleted by Matth. and Tisch. [Tisch.™P*-, not 
Tisch. 8]. But most of the principal Mss. [including Ne] (not 
&) and vss. have it. Nevertheless, it remains doubtful whether 
it is to be read before (B D L X, [8°] Elz. Lachm. [Tisch. 8]) or 
after vaévra (A C* M). If rdévra ratra ré is original, the omis- 
sion of the superfluous raira is the more easily explained. — 
After ver. 38 four cursives have the section concerning the 
woman taken in adultery, John vii. 53—viii. 11. 


Vv. 1-4. See on Mark xii. 41-44.— dvaBré&as] previ- 
ously, xx. 45 ff., Jesus spoke to His disciples surrounding Him ; 
now He lifts up His glance from these to the people farther 
off, and sees, etc. He must therefore have stood not far from 
the yalopuAdn.— Tos Bdddovtas . . . TAovciovs] is con- 
nected together : the rich men casting in. After wXovaious might 
also be supplied évtas (Bornemann), in which case, however, the 
meaning comes out less appropriately, for they were not rich 
people only who were casting in (comp. Mark xii. 41),.— 
Ver. 2. twa xal ynpav (see the critical remarks) : aliquam, eam- 
que viduam egenam. Comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 58 D, and thereon 
Stallbaum. Kai is: and indeed. — Ver. 4. obrou refers to the 
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more remote subject (Fortsch, Obss. in Lys. p. 74; Winer, 
p. 142 [E.T.195]). Jesus points to the persons in question. 
— eis ta Sapa] to the gifts (that were in the treasury), not: 
quae donarent (Beza), to which the article is opposed. 

Vv. 5-38. See on Matt. xxiv. 25; Mark xiii. In Luke 
a very free reproduction from the Zogia and Mark. That this 
discourse was spoken on the Mount of Olives (Matt. Mark), 
there is in him no trace. Rather, according to him, it still 
belongs to the transactions in the temple, which began xx. 1 
(comp. ver. 37); hence, moreover, the avaOjyata are found 
only in Luke. 

Vv. 5, 6. Kai twp dey. «.7.d.] These expressions gave the 
occasion for Jesus to utter the following discourse, and that, 
as is plain from the discourse itself, to His disciples (the 
apostles also included), to whom, moreover, the tuvés belonged. 
— ava@yjpacr] Lachmann and Tischendorf, following A D X x, 
have the Hellenistic form dva@éuac1 (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 249, 445; Puralip. p. 391 ff, 417, 424). On the many 
votive offerings of the temple, partly also such as the two 
Herods had given, and even Ptolemy Euergetes, see Joseph. 
Bell. vi. 5..2; Anti. xv. 11. 3, xvii. 6; 3; ¢ Apion. I. 1064; 
Ottii Spicilegy. p. 176 f., and generally, Ewald, Alterth. p. 
81 ff. The most splendid was the golden vine, presented by 
Herod the Great. See Grotius. For the votive gifts of Julia, 
see in Philo, p. 1036 D.—taita & Oewp.]| Nominative 
absolute. See on Matt. vii. 24; Bernhardy, p. 69; Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 325 f. [E. T. 379 f£.]. 

Vv. 7-10. “Esnpoér.] those ruvés. — ody] since in conse- 
quence of this assurance of thine that destruction shall occur ; 
when, therefore, shall it occur? — ti TO onyetov x.7.r.] not an 
incorrect departure from Matt. xxiv. 3 (de Wette), but substan- 
tially as Mark xiii. 4, from whom Matthew differs by a more 
precise statement of the point of the question. — Ver. 8. 6 xacpos] 
the Messianic point of time—that of the setting up of the king- 
dom. — Ver. 9. axataot.] tumults; see on 2 Cor. vi. 5.— 
Ver. 10. tore éXeyev adrois] then, after these preliminary 
warnings, entering upon the further description of the impend- 
ing judgment. Casaubon, following Beza, connects tote with 
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éyep0. In that case the insertion of édeyev avtots would be 
absolutely without motive. The motive is found precisely in 
tote, which, however, notifies simply only a resting-point of 
the discourse, not “a much later point of time,” to which what 
follows would belong (Holtzmann, following Kostlin), which 
variation as to time Luke might have put into the mouth of 
Jesus as easily as at ver. 12. 

Ver. 11. "A ovpavod belongs not only to onueta (B, Lach- 
mann: at ovpavod onu.), but also to Po8yTpa, because in the 
connection the latter needs some qualifying clause. peydda 
belongs to both. Moreover, comp. with reference to this detail 
which Luke has here, 4 Esdr. v. 4. On d0o@nrpa (terrific 
appearances), comp. Plat. Aw. p. 367 A; Lucian, Philop. 9 ; Isa. 
xix. 17. As to Kata to7rovs, see on Matt. xxiv. 7. 

Vv. 12, 13. IIpo 6€ rovtwyv 7.] otherwise in Matthew and 
Mark. But Luke follows a later modification of the tradition 
moulded after the result.’ In opposition to the words of the 
passage (for po means nothing else than before, previously), but 
with a harmonistic end in view, Ebrard, Diss. adv. erron. non- 
nullor. opinion. etc. p. 34, says: “ persecutiones non post ceteras 
demum calamitates,sed inter primas esse perferendas.’— Ver. 13. 
eis waptupiov| but it shall turn (comp. Phil. i. 19) to you for a 
witness, i.e. not: eis EXeyYov TOV pn TieTevodvT@v (Euthymius 
Zigabenus), but it will have for you the result that ye bear 
witness for me. The context requires this by means of évexev 
Tov ovom. pov, ver. 12, and see ver. 14 f. The matter itself is 
regarded as something great and honourable (eis paptupiov 
80&av, Theophylact). Comp. Acts v.41. For the testimony 
itself, see for example Acts iv.11f. The reference to martyr- 
dom (Baur, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann) is opposed to the context 
and brings in a later usus loquendi. 

Vv. 14, 15. Comp. xii. 11 f.; Matt. x. 19 f.; Mark xiii. 
11 f.—éyo] stands with great emphasis at the beginning, 


1 In respect of this Baur, Zvang. p. 477 (comp. his Markusevang. p. 99 f.), thinks 
that Luke desires to claim what has been previously said by Jesus “ altogether 
specially for His Apostle Paul.” Comp. also Késtlin, p. 158, and Holtzmann. 
But then it would have been an easy thing for him to name more specially 
Pauline sufferings. Compare rather Matt. x. 17 f, 
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opposed to the mpopedet. arrodoy. of the disciples. Bengel 
well says: “Jesus loquitur pro statu exaltationis suae.” — 
oTopa] a concrete representation of speech. Comp. Soph. Oed. 
R. 671, Oed. C. 685. A kindred idea, Ex. iv. 16; Isa. xv. 19. 
— dvtevreiv] corresponds to ordwa, and dvtict. to codiav 
(comp. Acts vi. 10).— The promise was to be fulfilled by 
the Holy Ghost as the Paraclete, John xiv. Comp. Acts vi. 10. 
But a reference to the fate of Stephen (Holtzmann) is not 
sufficiently indicated. 

Ver. 16. Kai] Bengel rightly says: “non modo ab alienis.” 
Comp., besides, Mark xiii. 12 f. 

Vv. 18, 19. Comp. 1 Sam. xiv. 45; 2 Sam. xiv. 11; 
1 Kingsi.52; Acts xxvii 34. But the meaning cannot be, “ ye 
shall remain wnharmed in life and limb,” against which inter- 
pretation the preceding xai Oavar. é& ipar, ver. 16, is decisive, 
since Gavar. cannot be taken, as by Volkmar, of mere danger 
of death; rather dwéAnraz is to be taken in a Messianic sense. 
Comp. the following «tjcecGe ras yuyas tuov. Hence: no 
hair of your head shall be subject to the everlasting aaa, 
i.e. you shall not come by the slightest harm as to the Messianic 
salvation ; but rather, ver. 19: through your endurance (Matt. 
x. 22, xxiv. 13; Mark xiii. 13), in these persecutions, ye shall 
gain your souls, whereby is denoted the acquisition of the 
Messianic salvation; the latter is regarded as the life, and the 
opposite as death. Comp. ix. 25, xvi. 33, also G&ypsotdcOar 
Thy Wuynv, Mark viii. 36. The form of the expression Oplé 
éx t. kep. «.7.r. has therefore a proverbial character (Matt. 
x. 30), and is not to be taken in such a manner as that God 
would restore again every hair at the resurrection (Zeller in 
the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 336; comp. his Apostelg. p. 18 f£.). 
The omission of the verse in Marcion shows that at an early 
period there was already found therein a contradiction to 
ver. 16, as Gfrorer, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and others still find 
there. This apparent impropriety makes it the more impro- 
bable that ver. 18 should be a later addition (Wilke, Baur, 
Hilgenfeld), perhaps from Acts xvii. 34. 

Vv. 20-22. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 15-18; Mark xiii. 14-16. 
What was to happen rpo tovtwy rdvytwr, ver. 12, is now con- 
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cluded. From this point the discourse continues where it broke 
off at ver. 12. xvxdovp.] representing the object as already 
conceived in the situation and therein perceived (Bernhardy, 
p. 477; Kiihner, II. p. 357), being surrounded on all sides.” 
—WVer. 21. of & Tt. "Iovd.] refers to the Christians ; this 
follows from ver. 20.— avris] has reference to Jerusalem, as 
subsequently e¢s adtyv. Theophylact: éxtpaywde? obv ta Seva 
& TOTE THY TOALW TeploTHTETAL ... Mi) TpocdoKdTwaar, OTL 1) 
Tos Terynpns ovca puddker adtovs. — év Tais yopacs] not 
in the provinces (de Wette), but in the fields (xii. 16), in con- 
trast to the city into which one eécépyeras from the country. 
People are not to do this, but to flee.” — Ver. 22. rod wdno- 
Ojvat x.7.r.] a statement of the divine counsel: that all may be 
Sulfilled which is written. Without this day of vengeance, an 
essential portion of the prophetic predictions, in which the 
desolation of the city and the country is in so many different 
ways announced as a judgment, must remain unfulfilled. The 
prophecy of Daniel is, moreover, meant along with the others, 
but not exclusively. Comp. already Euthymius Zigabenus. 
Vv. 23, 24. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 19 ff; Mark xiii. 17 ff, to 
both of which Luke is related sometimes by abridgment, some- 
times by more precise statements ex eventu.—’Emt tis yfjs| 
on the earth, without special definition (comp. v. 24, xviii. 8, 
xxl. 25). The latter is then introduced in the second member 
(T@ Aa@ ToUT@) by Kai (and especially); but peyady belongs 
to both. On the divine épy%, which is punitively accom- 
plished in such calamities, comp. 1 Mace. i. 64, ii. 49; 


1 Wieseler, in the profound discussion in the Gott. Vierteljahrschr. 2 Jahrg. 
2 Heft, p. 210, finds in the words zuxa, tad orparor. z..a. an explanation of 
the Bdiavyua ris tpnudosws, Matt. xxiv. 15, which Luke gave for his Gentile- 
Christian readers. He thereby maintains his interpretation of the fdéavyue of 
the Roman standards, and of the roves dyios, Matt. l.c., of the environs of Jeru- 
salem. Certainly our passage corresponds to the faiavype cis tpnuac. in Matthew 
and Mark. But Luke did not want to explain the expression of Daniel, but 
instead of it he stated something of a more general character, and that from 
his later standpoint, at which the time of the abomination of desolation on the 
temple area must needs appear to him a term too late for flight. We have here 
an alteration of the original ex eventu. 

? But the expressions are too general for a reference directly to the flight of 
the Christians to Pella (Volkmar, Evang. Marcion’s, p. 69). 
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2 Mace. v.17; Dan. viii. 19.—7@ X. 7.] dependent on gorau. 
— Ver. 24. ordmats payaipas] by the mouth of the sword, 
Heb. xi. 34. Thus frequently 277 ‘8, Gen. xxxiv. 26; Deut. 
xiii. 16, and elsewhere. Comp. Ecclus. xxviii. 18; Judith 
ii. 27; 1 Mace. v. 28. The sword is poetically (Hom. J1. 
xv. 389; Porson, ad Lurip. Or. 1279; Schaefer) represented 
as a biting animal (by its sharpness; hence pdy. dictopos, 
two-edged). Comp. modéuov ordwa, Hom. J/. x. 8, xix. 313. 
The subject of vec. and atypax. is: those who belong to this 
people. — aiywadwr.| According to Joseph. Bell. vi. 9. 2, 
ninety-seven thousand were taken prisoners, and, for the most 
part, dragged to Egypt and into the provinces. — ‘Iepovaaa. | 
when conquered and laid waste (ver. 20), in opposition to 
Paulus, who finds merely the besetting of the city by a hostile 
force here expressed.—éorae matoup. t76 éOvar| shall be trodden 
under foot of the Gentiles, a contemptuous ill-treatment ; the holy 
city thus profaned is personified. Comp. Isa. x. 6; 1 Mace. 
iu. 45 (see Grimm, in Joc.), iv. 60; Rev. xi. 2; Philo, Zn Flace. 
p. 974 C; Soph. Ant. 741.— dypis .. . €Ovdr] till the times 
of the Gentiles shall be fulfilled, 2c. till the time that the periods 
which are appointed to the Gentile nations for the completion 
of divine judgments (not the period of grace for the Gentiles, 
as Ebrard foists into the passage) shall have run out. Comp. 
Rey. xi. 2. Such times of the Gentiles are ended in the case 
in question by the Parousia (vv. 25 f., 27), which is to occur 
during the lifetime of the hearers (ver. 28); hence those 
kapot are in no way to be regarded as of longer duration; 
which Dorner, de orat. Ch. eschatolog. p. 73, ought not to 
have concluded from the plural, since it makes no difference 
with respect to duration whether a period of time is regarded 
as unity, or according to the plurality of its constituent parts. 
See, for example, 2 Tim. iii. 1 comp. with iv. 3; 1 Tim. 
iv. 1; Ecclus. xxxix. 31; 1 Mace. iv. 59; 2 Mace. xii. 30. 
In opposition to Schwegler, who likewise finds betrayed in the 
passage a knowledge of a long duration, and therein the late com- 
position of the Gospel; see Franck in the Stud. w. Krit. 1855, 


1 “Non infertur hine, templum cultumque umbratilem instauratum ivi,” 
Bengel. Comp. Calov. in loc., and our remark after Rom. xi. 27. 
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p. 347 f. Hofmann, Schriftbew: II. 2, p. 643, erroneously dates 
the beginning of the xaspot é@v@y not from the taking of Jeru- 
salem, supposing, on the contrary, the meaning to be: till the 
time, in which the world belongs to the nations, shall be at an end, 
and the people of God shall receive the dominion. In answer 
to this, it may be said, on the one hand, that the thought of 
the dominion of the world (according to Dan. vii. 14, 27) is 
a pure interpolation; on the other, that the xarpot é6vav would 
be the xaspot, which were familiar to all from the prophecies, 
and which had already begun to run their course, so that at 
the time of Jesus and long before they were regarded as in 
process of fulfilment. ‘This is the reason for our having of 
xatpot with the article (comp. xix. 44). Comp. on kaipoé 
without the article, Tob. xiv. 5; Acts iii, 20, 21. By a 
perverse appeal to history, it has been explained as having 
reference to the fall of heathenism under Constantine (Clericus), 
and to the conversion’ of the heathen-world (see in Wolf; 
also Dorner, /.c. p. 68). Comp. Lange, who suggests withal 
the thought of the Mohammedans. 

Vy. 25, 26. There now follows what should come to pass 
at the end of the said times of the Gentiles before the Parousia. 
Since Luke, writing in the time in which such xaipol eOvav 
are still passing, has adopted these also into the prophecy 
from the tradition expanded ex eventu, the Parousia in his 
statement could not be immediately linked on to the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, as was the case in Mark xiii, 24, and still 
more definitely by means of evféws in Matt. xxiv. 29. In 
the midst between these two catastrophes actually already 
came those «atpol.— ovvoyn €Ovdv x.7.r.]| Distress (2 Cor. ii. 
4) of nations in perplexity at the roaring of the seas and waves. 
Luke alone has this fearful feature. The genitive 7yods* 
(see the critical remarks) indicates that to which the azropia 
refers, Comp. Herod. iv. 83: tév YevOéwv tHv aropiny ; 
Herodian, iv. 14. 1: &... dmopia tod mpaxréov. Ground- 


1 Comp. Luther's gloss: ‘‘ till the heathens shall be converted to the faith, 
i.e. till the end of the world.” 

2 From the nominative 7x# (not ios) ; hence not to be accented #yovs, but 
NX 0Us. 
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lessly Bornemann conjectures év azreipia. The cai “ vocem 
angustiorem (adAos, breakers) annectit latiori;’ Kypke. — 
Ver. 26. dmowuy. avOper.] while men give up the ghost 
(Thue. i. 134. 3; Bion, i. 9; Alciphr. Zp. iii. 72; 4 Mace. 
xv. 15) for fear, etc. It might be taken, moreover, of mere 
faintness (Hom. Od. xxiv. 348), but the stronger expression 
corresponds more to the progressive colouring of the descrip- 
tion. — ai yap Suva. x.7.r.] not a clause limping after (de 
Wette), but an energetic declaration coming in at the close as to 
the cause of these phenomena. See, besides, on Matt. xxiv. 29. 

Vv. 27, 28. Comp. on ver. 27; Matt. xxiv. 30; Mark 
xill. 26. — Kai rote] and then; after the previous occurrence 
of these onpeta.— apyou. S€ Tovtwy] but when these begin ; 
these appearances, ver. 25 f. They are therefore not conceived 
of as of long continuance. — avaxinpate x.7.r.| lift yourselves 
wp, raise yourselves (till then bowed down under afflictions, 
ver. 12 ff, comp. xii. 32) erect (hopefully). Comp. Dorville, 
ad Charit. p. 177.— 1) daronvtp. bu.] which shall follow by 
means of my Parousia. Comp. the éxdicnois tav éxrNEKTOY, 
Xviii. 7. 

Vv. 29-33. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-35; Mark xiii. 28-31. 
— ag’ éavtdv] “etiamsi nemo vos doceat,” Bengel. Comp. 
xl. 57; John xviii. 34, xi 51; 2 Cor. iii. 5.—  yuwooxete 
is indicative in ver. 30, imperative in ver. 31. 

Vv. 34-36, peculiar to Luke. ‘Eavrois has the emphasis ; 
from the external phenomena the attention of the hearers is 
directed to themselves. The tur placed first contains a con- 
trast with others who are in such a condition as is here for- 
bidden." — BapnOdow] even in the classical writers often 
used of the psychical oppression that presses down the energy 
of the spiritual activity by means of wine, sorrow, etc. Hom. 
Od. ii. 139; Theocr. xvii, 61; Plut. Aem P. 34. See 
generally, Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 77. On the distinction 
between xpaimadn, giddiness from yesterday’s. debauch, and 
HéOn, see Valckenaer, Schol. p. 262. The figurative interpre- 

+ Comp. on these warnings the expression quoted by Justin, c. Tr. 47, as a 


saying of Christ: iv ofs av tuts xarardépw, ty rovros xai xpve@, Similarly Clem. 
Alex., quis dives salv. 40, quotes it. 
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tation (Bleek) of want of moral circumspection is arbitrary. 
Comp. xii. 45; Eph. v. 18. This want is the consequence of 
the Bapné., whereby it happens “that the heart cannot turn 
itself to Christ’s word,” Luther, Predigt. — pepiv. Biwrixais | 
with cares, “ quae ad victum parandum vitaeque usum faciunt,” 
Erasmus. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 3; Polyb. iv. 73. 8: Biwrixat 
ypetat; and see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 355.— aidvidios] as 
one who is unexpected (1 Thess. v. 3, often in Thucydides) ; 
thus conceived adjectivally, not adverbially. See Kriiger, 
§ 57. 5, A 4; Winer, p. 412 [E. T. 583]. — ed’ tyas ériorh| 
should come upon you, which, according to the context, is con- 
ceived of as something sudden (comp. on ii. 9). The day is 
personified. — Ver. 35. ws mayis yap «.7.r.] gives a reason for 
the warning kal (wrote) aipviduos ep’ twas «.7.r. All the 
more were they to guard against this, as the Parousia will 
come upon all as a snare (Isa. xxiv. 17), thus wnobserved, and 
suddenly bringing destruction on them. This must arouse you 
to hold yourselves in readiness for it, because otherwise ye 
also shall be overtaken and hurried away by this universal 
sudden ruin. For the figure, comp. Rom. xi. 9. It is a snare 
which is thrown over a wild beast. — ézrevceNedcerar] (see the 
critical remarks) it will come in upon all. In the doubly 
compounded form (comp. 1 Mace. xvi. 16, often in the clas- 
sical writers) éaé denotes the direction, and eis the coming in 
from without (from heaven). — ca@ypévovs] not generally : 
who dwell, but: who sit (comp. Jer. xxv. 29), expressing 
the comfortable, secure condition. Comp. on Matt. iv. 16. 
Theophylact: év dwepyuvia Sidyortes Kal apyig. — Ver. 36. 
év mavtt xaip®] belongs to Seduevor. Comp. xviii. 1, 7. 
Others, as Luther and Bleek, connect it with adyp.— tva] the 
purpose, and therefore contents of the prayer. — caturyvonte] 
(see the critical remarks) have the power ; be in the position. 
So xatiocy. with infinitive, Wisd. xvii. 5; Isa. xxii. 4, and 
often in the later Greek writers. — éxgpuyetv «.7.r.] to escape 
from all this, ete., ie. in all the perilous circumstances whose 
occurrence I have announced to you as preceding the Parousia 
(from ver. 8 onward), to deliver your life, which is to be 
understood in the higher meaning of ver. 19.— Kat oraOijvac 
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x.T.r.] and to be placed before the Messiah. This will be done 
by the angels who shall bring together the éxXexrovs from the 
whole earth to the Messiah appearing in glory. Matt. xxiv. 
31; Mark xiii. 27. Nothing is said here about standing in 
the judgment (in opposition to Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel, 
and many others). 

Vv. 37, 38. The discourse, begun at xx. 1, with its varied 
scenes, is now closed. There is even now a general historical 
communication upon those last days of Jesus in Jerusalem, 
from which it is plain that according to Luke He still con- 
tinued to teach in the temple. There is a difference from 
Matthew (comp. Mark xiii. 1), according to whom He is no 
longer in the temple when He delivers His eschatological 
discourse, and does not again set foot in it after xxiii, 39.— 
€Xat@v] Thus to be accented in this place also. See on xix. 
29. — é£epyouevos] participle present, because ndAifeTo (with 
eis, comp. Tob. xiv. 10) is conceived of in the sense of the 
direction : going out (from the temple into the open air) He went 
to His nightly abode on the Mount of Olives. — Ver. 38. dpOp.fe 
mpos avtov] rose up early to resort to Him, to hear Him in 
the temple. Thus rightly Luther (comp. Vulgate), Erasmus, 
Beza, Bengel, and many others, including Lange, Ewald, Bleek, 
and as early as Tertullian and Theophylact. Others, including 
de Wette, have: there sought Him eagerly, following LXX. 
Ps. Ixxviil. 34; Ecclus. iv. 12, vi. 36 (not Job viii. 5). But 
the context, according to ver. 37, justifies only the above 
explanation, which, moreover, corresponds to the general 
classical usage of op@pevm (for which, according to Moeris, 
opOpifo is the Hellenistic form). See Theocritus, x. 58 ; 
Eurip. 7ro. 182; Luce. Gall. i.; also the LXX. in Biel and 
Schleusner, swb voce opOpifw; 1 Mace. iv. 52, vi. 33, xi. 67 
(apOpicav 7o Tpat eis TO Tediov Nacwp); Evang. Nicod. 15 
(@pOpicav ... eis Tov olkov Nixodypov). Comp. in general, 
Grimm on Wisd. vi 14, 
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CHAPTER XXII. 


VER. 5. dpyipov] ACK U X, min. Syr. Slav. Eus. Theophyl. 
have dépyipa. See on Mark xiv. 11.— Ver. 6. xa! eEauéa.] is 
wanting in Lachm., in opposition to decisive evidence. The 
omission occurred the more readily that KAI Ex follows, and 
Matthew and Mark have nothing similar.— Ver. 10. of] A K 
M PR, min. have ob éé& BC L®, Vulg. It. have «ic 7». So 
Lachm. and Tisch. As the Recepta, according to this, has pre- 
ponderating evidence against it, while ob ééy is grammatically 
erroneous (?év is from Mark xiv. 14), we must read «ig 7», instead 
of which was placed, in inexact recollection of Mark xiv. 14, 
ob (157 : Grov). — Ver. 12. dvdyouov (Elz.: dviyeov) is decisively 
attested. Comp. on Mark xiv. 15.— Ver. 14. dudexa] is wanting 
in B D &, 157, vss., and is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It 
was written in the margin in agreement with the parallels, and 
came into the text in some authorities alongside of azéor., in 
others instead of it (L X). Comp. also on ix. 1.— Ver. 16. 
odzért] is wanting in A B C*? H LX&, min. Copt. Sahid. Vere. 
Epiph. Marcion. Rejected by Schulz, bracketed by Lachm. 
But how easily, being in itself superfluous, it came to be over- 
looked between ér: and ob! If it had crept in from Mark xiv. 
25, it would rather have found its place at ver. 18.— ¢& airod] 
avré is read by Lachm. [and Tisch. 8], in accordance with [s] B 
C7? L, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. It. Vulg. Epiph. The Recepta is 
to be maintained. The accusative was introduced in accordance 
with ver. 15. Opposed to it, moreover, is the evidence of D, 
min. Cant., which have az’ airod, wherein the preposition was 
altered in conformity with ver. 18.— Ver. 17. A D K MU, 
min. Lachm. have +d zorgjp. The article forced itself in here 
from the form used in the Lord’s Supper (ver. 20).— Ver. 20. 
wouur. x, +. rornp.| Tisch. has x. +. rorqjp. wouvr., following B LX, 
Copt. Sahid.; the Recepta is from 1 Cor. xi. 25. — Ver. 22. xa] 
Tisch. has és, following B D L¥, 157, Copt. Sahid. Rightly ; 
irs dropped out before OYI (see subsequently on wy), as it is 
still wanting in Vere. Cant. Or.; and then xa/ was interpolated 
as a connecting particle. — uév] is, with Tischendorf, to be placed 
after vids, following B L T 8** (D has it before é). The usual 
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position before viés is from Matthew and Mark.—In what 
follows read, with Lachm. and Tisch., xard& rd apiouévov xop. The 
arrangement in the ecepta is in accordance with the parallels. 
—Ver. 30. Elz. Scholz have xaéjonodz. But Matth. Lachm. 
Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, x«éicsode [Tisch. 8 has 
zabjoecde|. This was changed, on account of the construction, 
into the subjunctive, as though dependent on jva.— Ver. 32. 
éxasizn| Matth. Lachm. Tisch. have éxd/ry, in accordance with 
BDK LMU XX8,min:; it is accordingly to be preferred. 
The present offered itself more readily to the transcribers. But 
orjpioov instead of orjpiFov is decisively attested (Lachm. Tisch.). 
— Ver. 34. zpiv 7] BLT, min.: gw¢. So Lachm. and Tisch. 
D has ws érov; K M X, min. have éwg ob, Moreover, vss. (Syr. 
Vulg. It. al.) have donec. apiv (Q) and apv 7 (AEGHSUV 
Yr A A) were written in the margin from Matthew and Mark. — 
LT regard éw¢ érov or “we ob as genuine. See on xxi, 24.— drupy. 
wu eidevas we] Lachm. Tisch. have we darapy. efdévas, IN accordance 
with BD L MQTX-x8 [Tisch. 8 has returned to drapy. wn 
sidéves we]. The wq, was omitted as superfluous, but wé was 
pushed forwards in accordance with Mark xiv. 30 (see there- 
upon the critical remarks).— Ver. 35. On decisive evidence 
Badrravriov is to be written, and in ver. 36: Barrdvriov. — Ver. 37. 
271] is not found, indeed, in A B D H L Q X 8, min. vss. (except 
Vulg.), but after ér its omission occurred too easily to be 
rightly suspected, according to Griesbach ; rejected, according 
to Schulz; deleted, according to Lachm. Tisch.— Ver. 42. 
wapeveyxeiv| Lachm. has rapéveyxe, in accordance with B D, min. 
Vulg. It. (not Vind. Cant.) Syr.?- Syr.% Or. Dam. Tert. Ambr. ; 
Tisch. has rapevéyxos, in accordance with K L M RM8, min. 
Both readings were meant to help out the construction in 
accordance with Mark xiv. 36. Subsequently is to be written, 
with Rinck and Tisch., rotro + corqp. The order in the Recepta, 
rb zor. rovro, is from the parallels. — Vv. 43 and 44 are bracketed 
by Lachm. They are wanting in A BRT, Sahid. and some 
cursives ; are marked with asterisks in E S V A UJ, min.; in 
others with obelisks; in the lectionaries adopted into the 
section Matt. xxvi. 2-xxvii. 2; and as early as Epiphanius, 
Hilary, and Jerome their omission in mss. is observed. But 
they are already acknowledged by Justin. Iren. Hippol. Epiphan., 
etc. See Tisch. The verses are genuine. Their omission is 
the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents appeared 
objectionable in respect of the divinity of Christ. See already 
Epiph. Ancor. 31. According to Ewald, Luke wrote ver. 44 
from the “ Book of the higher history” only in the margin, but 
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ver. 43 was excluded by the comparison with Matthew and 
Mark.— Ver. 47. 62] has so important evidence against it 
(deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) that it seems to be a connective 
addition. — Instead of airodz Elz. has airéy, in opposition to 
decisive evidence. A correction. — Ver. 55. ébévrav] BL TS, 
Kus. Tisch. have sepapdvrwy; the Recepta is a neglect of the 
compound verb, which is elsewhere foreign to the New Testa- 
ment.— airéyv after ovyxad. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be 
deleted as a frequent addition. — év wéow] Tisch. has jzéo0¢, fol- 
lowing B LT, min. The former is an interpretation. — Ver. 61. 
After gavjcu: Tisch. has ojwepov, following B K LMT Xx, 
min. vss. The omission came from the parallels. — Ver. 62. 
After 22m, 6 Tlérpog is to be maintained, against Griesb. and 
Tisch., although it is wanting in important authorities. Being 
troublesome, and not occurring in the parallels, it was passed 
over. — Ver. 63. Instead of airéy, Elz. Matth. Scholz have ri» 
"Inootv. The subject was written in the margin because another 
subject precedes.— Ver. 64. grumrav airod rd apiowrov xa] IS 
wanting in B K L M118, Copt. Vind. Corb. Ver. Colb. 
Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Rinck and Tisch. It is an 
expansion by way of a gloss, which in D, vss. is not the same, 
and which the omission of éépavres, ver. 63, drew after it. The 
glossing process began with the writing on the margin at the 
first airév: adrod +b xpéowrov, aS 1, 209, vss. still read instead of 
aisiv; then ¢rurrov was added in some authorities before, in 
others after, because dépovres was attracted to what preceded. — 
Ver. 66. Elz. Lachm. have savraév; Matth. Scholz, Tisch. : airdv. 
The Recepta is to be retained in accordance with A A, min.: it 
was not understood. — Ver. 68. Read, with Tisch., simply édyv dz 
(even Lachm. has deleted xa) épwrjaw, od mi cmoxpi%re, In 
accordance with B LT 8, min. vss. Cyr. The addition wo 7 ' 
arorvonre is an unsuitable expansion. — Ver. 69. After viv is to 
be added, with Lachm. and Tisch., 6¢, on decisive evidence. — 
Ver. 71. The order of the words, si ér ty. wapr. xpeiav, is to be 
preferred, with Tisch. following B L T. The order in the 
Textus receptus, +. &. % & mu, 18 from the parallels. 


Vv. 1, 2. With more detail and definiteness Matt. xxvi. 1-5 
and Mark xiv. 1 f. (Luke follows Mark with abbreviation). — 
épof. y. tov Aadv] the adherents that Jesus found among the 
people (xxi. 38) made them afraid ; hence they endeavoured 
to discover ways and means to remove Him, i.e. wé0odov, Tas 
dvedovtes avTov ov Kwdvvevcovow, Theophyl. 
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Vv. 3-6. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16; Mark xiv. 10 f. 
Luke passes over the history of the anointing, having already 
related an earlier one (vii. 37).— elo7AGe] The part played 
by the: devil, who “sensus omnes occupat” (Calvin), is con- 
ceived of as an actual intrusion, as eloépyecOas is the word 
constantly used to express the intrusion of demons into 
bodies (viii. 30, 32 f,, xi. 27). Comp. John xiii. 27 (in 
regard to John xiii. 2, see on the passage). — Ioxap.] See on 
Matt. x. 4. —dvta é« tov ap. Tt. 6.] familiar to the reader 
(vi. 16), but a tragic addition. — Ver. 4. tots otpatnyois| As 
6 otpatnyos is the chief of all the Levitical temple guards 
(Acts iv. 1, v. 26 ; Joseph. Bell. vi. 5. 3), m35 17 ws, probably 
the leaders of the several guards who were placed under Him 
are here meant also, consequently the entire Levitical body of 
officers. Comp. yirddapyor, 3 Esdr. i. 9. See Lightfoot, p. 
879. — Ver. 5. cuvéfevto| The several moments in the inci- 
dent, as these are accurately traced by Luke, are: (1) Judas 
opens the correspondence, ver. 4 ; (2) they are pleased thereat ; 
(3) they engage (Herod. ix. 53; Xen. Anab.i. 9. 7, Hell. iii. 5. 6 ; 
Herodian, v. 3. 23; Joseph. Antt. xiii. 4.7; 4 Mace. iv. 16) 
to give him money ; and the last step is, (4) Judas makes his 
acknowledgment, promises (€Ewponr., spopondit ; elsewhere only 
the simple form is used in this sense, as Plat. Symp. p. 196 C; 
Jer. xliv. 25; Joseph. Antt. vii. 4. 3), and seeks henceforth a 
favourable opportunity, etc.— Ver. 6. arep dydov] without 
attracting a crowd. The opposite is peta dydov, Acts xxiv. 18. 
Comp. Hom. Ji. v. 473: dis wou atep Aadv wodw é€éuer. 
The word drep, frequently occurring in the poets, occurs only 
here and at ver. 35 in the New Testament. Comp. 2 Macc. 
xii. 15; rarely, moreover, in the later Greek prose writers, as 
Plut. Nwm. xiv.; Dion. Hal. iii. 10. 

Vy. 7-13. See on Matt. xxvi. 17-19 ; Mark xiv. 12-16. 
Luke names the disciples, and makes Jesus take the initiative. 
The latter is a quite immaterial difference ; the former is a 
more precise statement of the later tradition, in respect of 
which a special tendency is assumed (Baur supposes that the 
two are intended to represent the Judaism of the older 
apostles). — Ae] there came, there appeared the day. Comp. 
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v. 35, xxiii. 29; Acts ii. 20, and elsewhere.’ — 1) juépa] not 
% €0pTn again, as in ver. 1, because the latter denotes the whole 
festival, not the single day of the feast (in opposition to 
Wieseler, Synopse, p. 397).— Ver. 11. épetre] a future with 
the force of an imperative: and ye shall say.—T@ oixko- 
SeomroTn THs oik.| See, on such pleonastic combinations, 
Bornemann 7 loc.; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 536 f.; also Valeke- 
naer, Schol. p. 264 f. 

Vy. 14-18. On ver. 14 comp. Matt. xxvi. 20; Mark xiv. 
17. “ Describitur, vv. 15-18, quaedam quasi prolusio s. 
coenae, coll. Matt. xxvi. 29,” Bengel.— Ver. 15. émiupia 
éereOvunoa| I have earnestly longed, Gen. xxxi. 30. See 
Winer. p. 413 [E. T. 584]. This longing rested on the fact 
(see ver. 16) that this Passover meal was actually His last, 
and as such was to be of special importance and sacredness. 
Thus He could only earnestly wish that His passion should 
not begin before the Passover; hence: wpo Tod we mabeiv. — 
TovTo| pointing to: ¢his, which is already there. — Ver. 16. 
ovxéTt K.T..] namely, after the present meal. — €& adrod] of 
the Passover. — €ws 6tov x.7.r.] till that it (the Passover) shall 
be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. ‘The rationalistic interpre- 
tation: “sed aliquando vos in coelo mecum gaudiis propriis 
ac summis perfruemini” (Kuinoel), is purely arbitrary. Jesus 
means actually a Passover (specifically such a one, not merely 
the Messianic feasts in general, Matt. viii. 11; Luke xxii. 30, 
xiv. 15) in the Messiah’s kingdom, which should hold the 
same relation to the temporal Passover as that which is 
perfect (absolute) holds to the incomplete. This corresponds 
to the idea of the new world (of the droxatdotaois, Tadvy- 
yeveoia), and of the perfected theocracy in the aiay pédrov. 
Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 29. The «mpersonal view (Paulus, Baum- 
garten-Crusius), according to which the meaning is said to be : 


1 Paschke is in error when he says, in the Z'heol. Quartalschr. 1851, p. 410 ff., 
that 424: means here : he came near; and that at Matt. xxvi. 17, Mark xiv. 12, 
7H mparn nutpe ray &ft~ov means: on the day before the Passover. Moreover, 
Ewald (Gesch. Chr. p. 459 f.) decides that, in so far as the words of Luke are 
concerned (not also of Matthew and Mark), the day before the Passover might be 
meant. But by tv f #3 x.7.a., as well as by the further course of the narrative, 
the day is definitely enough indicated as the same as in Matthew and Mark. 
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till the establishment of the kingdom shall be brought about, 
is an evasion opposed to the context. Completely without 
foundation, moreover, Schenkel says that the adoption of the 
Gentiles into the divine covenant is the fulfilment of the Old 
Testament Passover.— Ver. 17 f. According to Luke, Jesus, 
after He had spoken quite at the beginning of the meal the 
words, vv. 15, 16, receives a cup handed to Him (deFapevos, 
not the same as AaBwr, ver. 19), and after giving thanks 
hands it to the disciples that they might share it (the wine in 
it) among themselves (observe the emphatic éavrois), for He 
assures them that He should certainly not drink, ete. He 
therefore, according to Luke, declines to drink of the Passover 
wine, wherefore also in ver. 18 the absolute od mu, but in 
ver. 16 the relative ovxére od pr, is used. 


REMARK.—Although this refusal to drink the wine, which is 
not to be explained away, is in itself psychologically conceivable 
in so deeply moved and painful a state of mind, yet it is im- 
probable in consideration of the characteristic element of the 
Passover. In respect of this, the drinking of the Passover wine 
was certainly so essential, and, in the consciousness of the 
person celebrating the rite, so necessary, that the not drinking, 
and especially on the part of the Host Himself, would have 
appeared absolutely as cqntrary to the law, irreligious, scan- 
dalous, an interruption which, on the part of Jesus, can hardly 
be credible. Since then Mark and Matthew, moreover, have 
nothing at all about a refusal of the wine, but rather do not 
bring in the assurance, od “7 ww x.r.A., until the conclusion of the 
meal, Mark xiv. 25, Matt. xxvi. 29; and since Matthew uses 
the emphatic d«’ é&pr:, wherein is intimated that Jesus had just 
drunk with them once more,—the narrative of Luke, vv. 17,18, 
is to be regarded as not original, and it is to be assumed that 
Jesus indeed spoke, vv. 15, 16, at the beginning of the meal (in 
opposition to Kuinoel and Paulus), but that what is found in 
Matt. xxvi. 29 has been removed back by the tradition on 
account of the analogy of ver. 16, and placed after ver. 16, beside 
which ver. 17 easily appeared as a link, without the necessity of 
attributing to Luke the construction of a piece of mosaic froma 
twofold source (as Holtzmann wishes to do), especially as ver. 17 
is not yet the cup of the Lord’s Supper. According to Baur, 
Evang. p. 482 f., Luke must have been led by 1 Cor. x., where, 
moreover, the zorjpiov ri¢ 3? vias is emphatically placed first, to 
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distinguish two acts in the Lord's Supper (comp. also Ritschl, 
Evang. Marcion’s, p. 108), one with the leading idea of 
zowovie, and the other with that of dvémyyois. He must have 
here represented the first by the help of Matt. xxvi. 29. He 
must thus probably still have expressly brought in the supposed 
leading idea of xowwvia, as Paul also has done in respect of 
the bread. In general, the use made by Luke of the Pauline 
Epistles, which here even Hilgenfeld (comp. Holtzmann, p. 237) 
considers as unmistakeable, is quite incapable of proof. 


Vy. 19, 20. See on Matt. xxvi. 26-28 ; Mark xiv. 22 f.; 
1 Cor. xi. 23 ff. Luke agrees. with Paul, not, however, 
repeating, in the case of the cup, the expression todto srovetre 
«.T.r., Which is not found at all in Matthew and Mark. — ro 
tmép tuav SiWouevov] which for your advantage (to procure 
your reconciliation and justification, and your Messianic salva- 
tion, comp. on Matt. xx. 28) is given wp. The entire context 
suggests the qualifying clause ef; @avatov. Comp. Gal. i. 4 ; 
Rom. viii. 32; 1 Tim, i, 6; Tit. 1.16. In respect,ebyihe 
expression, Wetstein justly compares Libanius, Orat. 35, p. 
705: cal 70 cOpa vTrép Hudv éredmxer, and similar passages. — 
TovTo TovetTe| to wit, the breaking of the bread after thanks- 
giving, and the distribution and partaking of the same. On 
moveiv, occupying the place of more definite verbs, which the 
context suggests, see Bornemann, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 
iii. 8. 2; Schoemann, ad Js. de Ap. her. 35.—eis thy 
éunv avapv.| for the remembrance of me.’ See Winer, p. 138 
[E. T. 192]. It is a mistake to say that this purpose of the 
Lord’s Supper must be appropriate only to the partaking of 
the real body and blood of Christ (see Kahnis, Lehre v. 
Abendm. p. 87). Rather in respect of such a partaking that 
statement of purpose appears too disproportioned and weak,” 


1 To lay a contrasted emphasis on iziv (not in remembrance of the deliverance 
Srom Egypt ; so Lindner, Abendm. p. 91 f., and Hofmann, Schrifibew, II. 2, 
p. 218) is mistaken, because not suggested in the context. See Riickert, 
Abendm. p. 200 f. 

2 Kahnis says: ‘‘Only when body and blood are essentially present and 
essentially living can the remembrance of the death which they have passed 
through and swallowed up in victory and life be made prominent as a separate 
point, without giving rise to a feeble and bungling tautology.” But the point 
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since it would already certify far move than the remembrance ; 
in opposition to which the idea of the avdpvnows of that 
which the symbols represent, is in keeping with the symbolic 
character of the celebration (Plat. Phaed. p. 74 A: typ 
avapvnow eivar pev ad? opolwv). Comp. Justin, Ap. I. 66, 
where it is said of the cup: els avayvnow Tod aipatos avTod. 
—Ver. 20. acavtas] to wit, MaBav evyapioticas ewxev 
> a \ 4 \ \ 
avtols.— 70 totnpioy] the cup before them. — peta TO devr- 
vnoar| “ facto transitu ad majora et ultima,” Bengel. It was, 
to wit, the fowrth cup which made the conclusion of the whole 
meal. See on Matt. xxvi. 27.— Todro td qwortypuov xK.7.d.] 
this cup is the new covenant by means of my blood, 1.e. it is the 
new covenant by the fact that it contains my blood, which 
is shed for your salvation. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 25. In the 
wine which is poured into the cup Jesus sees His (atoning, 
Rom. ili. 25, v. 3) blood, which is on the point of being shed ; 
and because through this shedding of His blood the new 
covenant is to be established, he explains the cup, by virtue 
of its contents, as the new covenant—a symbolism natural to 
the deeply-moved, solemn state of mind, to which no greater 
wrong can be done than is perpetrated by the controversies 
about the est, which Luke has not at all! Paul, in 1 Cor. 
xi, 25, inserts éoriy atter dcaOyjxn, and consequently also, in so 
far as the passage before us is concerned, forbids the affixing év 
TO aiati ou to » Kaw dvaOxjKn, as many of the older (not 
Luther *) and of the more recent writers (not Kahnis, Osiander, 
on which stress is laid in this assertion, ‘‘ which they have passed through and 
swallowed up in victory and life,” does not in reality appear at all there, but is 
added in thought and read into the passage. Rightly does Keim bring forward 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 94, that the significance of the last 
supper as a remembrance cannot be maintained together with the orthodox 
interpretation of the words of institution. He aptly shows that the symbolical 
understanding of the words of institution, “‘ this is,” etc., is the correct one, 
and comes to the conclusion that the essential actual body was spiritually 
represented by the word to faith, but was not bodily given in corporeal presence 
to every recipient. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 26, and on 1 Cor. xi. 24. How even 
Kahnis subsequently gave up the orthodox doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, see in 
his Dogmat. |. p. 616 ff. But how even to this day the Catholics make out the 
continuity of the sacrifice of Jesus by the priests, see in Dollinger, Christenth. 


und Kirche, p. 38, and Schegg. 
1 In his Gr. Bekenntn. ; ‘‘ for the reason that Christ’s blood is there.” 
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Riickert, p. 232) do. So also even Ebrard (d. Dogma vom 
heil. Abendm. I. p. 113), who, besides, lays an emphasis upon 
pov not belonging to it, at least according to the expression of 
Luke, when he interprets the passage : “ the new covenant made 
in my blood, not in the sacrificial blood of the Old Testament.” 
— 9 kawn dan] opposed to the old Mosaic covenant, whose 
condition was the fulfilling of the law (in the new: faith). See 
on 1 Cor. xi. 25.— 70 .. . ékyuvopevor] belongs, although in the 
nominative, to T@ aipati pov, as an epexegetical clause. The 
abnormal use of the case is occasioned by the fact that, accord- 
ing to ver. 19, the idea prevails: that the cup (in respect of its 
contents) is the blood of the new covenant which is shed. Con- 
sequently To... €kyvvopevor is applied to T@ aiuati pov because 
To aia pov has floated before the mind of the speaker as the 
logical predicate, even although it did not become the gram- 
matical predicate. Thus the nominatival expression more em- 
phatically brings into prominence what is declared of the blood 
(ro... éxyvv.) than would be the case if it were joined on in 
the dative. Comp. Jas. iii. 8 (where wear? fod is joined to the 
logical subject yA@ooa, which, however, is not the grammatical 
subject); Rev. iii. 12, viii. 9; Mark xii. 40; John i. 14; 
Kiihner, § 677; Winer, pp. 471, 473 [E. T. 668-670 f.]. 
According to Baur’s view, To... éxyuvou. comes back to a 
very awkward transposition of the words from Matt. xxvi. 28. 
Comp. also Riickert, p. 208, and Bleek and Holtzmann. 
Erroneously Euthymius Zigabenus, Calovius, Jansen, Michaelis, 
and others, including Bornemann, read: “ poculum, quod im 
vestram salutem effunditur.” What is this supposed to mean ? 
Calovius answers: “ Dicitur effusum pro nobis propter san- 
guinem, quem Christus mediante poculo praebebat.” <A forcible 
dislocation which, moreover, occurs in other old dogmatical 
writers, Chemnitz, Gerhard, and others. See Kahnis, Abendm. 
p. 103. This reference to the cup appeared to give a support 
to the explanation of the actual blood. 


REMARK.—In the words of institution all four narrators vary 
from one another, although not essentially, which serves to 
prove that a mode of formulating them had not yet taken any 
fixed shape. Luke agrees the most closely with Paul, which is 
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explained by his relation to him. The Pauline narrative, how- 
ever, attains great weight, indeed, through his éya yap rapéruBov 
awd rod xupiov, 1 Cor. xi. 23 (see on the passage), and the ministry 
of the apostle makes it conceivable how his formula might fix 
itself liturgically ; this, however, does not prevent our recover- 
ing the most primitive form of the words of Jesus in the simple 
narrative of Mark, which gradually underwent expansions. 
Wilke, Urevang. p. 142, is wrong in regarding ver. 20 in Luke 
as a later addition. The first distribution of the cup, ver. 17, 
does not indeed yet belong entirely to the Lord’s Supper, and 
as yet has no symbolism. According to Ewald (see his Jahrb. 
II. p. 194f.), the agreement between Luke and Paul is explained 
by the fact that both have in this particular used one source 
(the oldest Gospel, probably composed by Philip the evangelist). 
But in general there is no proof of Paul’s having made use of a 
written Gospel; neither in particular is the passage in 1 Cor. 
X1. 23, tya yap wapérAuPov dad rot xupiov, in any way favourable to 
that supposition. 


Vy. 21-23. Luke has this reference to the traitor (which, 
according to Luke, diverges from all the rest, without any 
more precise statement) in a wrong position, where it prob- 
ably has been placed by way of transition to the following 
dispute about precedence. According to Matt. xxvi. 21 ff, 
Mark xiv. 18 ff, it is to be placed at the beginning of the 
meal, and that in such a manner that the departure of Judas’ 
ensued before the institution of the Lord’s Supper; comp. on 
Matt. xxvi. 25, and see the remark after John xiii. 38. — 
Tryjv| notwithstanding, although my blood is shed for you. 
Not a limitation of the twép tuoév (Hofmann), but, without 
such a reflection, a contrast to that love which is on the 
point of offering its own life. In spite of this Av, which 
carries on the Lord’s discourse, to place the departure of the 
traitor, even according to Luke, before the Lord’s Supper, is 
only possible to the greatest harmonistic arbitrariness, in 
respect of which, indeed, the statement that Luke does not relate 
according to the order of time (Ebrard, p. 522; Lichtenstein, 
p- 401) is the most convenient and ready resource. — 7 yelp 

1 According to Schenkel, Jesus allowed Judas to take part in the Lord’s Sup- 


per, which (he thinks) is a convincing proof against all external ecclesiastical 
discipline (even against confession)! 
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x.t.r.| The hand of my betrayer, etc. It was still on the table 
(emt THs Tpamrétns), after the eating of the bread, for the sake 
of partaking of the cup (ver. 20), and Jesus mentions the hand 
as the correlative of the idea wapaéidovat. There is contained 
therein a tragic feature. — Ver. 22. drt 0 vids peév (see the 
critical remarks) «.7.d. discloses the objective ground of this 
mournful experience, ver. 21—to wit, the divine appoint- 
ment of the death of the Messiah, which none the less (Aap 
oval x.T.d.) leaves the person concerned under the imputation 
(of the subjectively free action). — Ver. 23. cufnrtety, to confer, 
disputare, and mpos éavtovs, among themselves, as Mark i. 27. 
— TtovTo] 4c. the mapadidovai. With the emphasis of horror 
touto is placed before the governing verb. On mpdocew of 
traitorous transactions, comp. Thucyd. iv. 89. 3, 110. 2. 

Vy. 24-30. Earlier fragments of discourses (Matt. xx. 25 f, 
xix. 28; comp. Mark x. 42 ff.), for whose appropriateness in 
this place the occasion narrated by Luke, éyéveto 5€ xal gido- 
vexia €v avt.,is neither psychologically probable, nor is it, 
from an historical point of view, adequately accounted for. 
Many have considered ver. 24 ff. as giving occasion to the 
footwashing (Paulus, Kuinoel, Sieffert, Lange, and others, 
including Strauss), which, however, would have any pro- 
bability only if Luke placed the contest about precedence 
at the beginning of the meal. Nay, the already past foot- 
washing, which, according to John, is to be assumed, only 
makes the situation of this contest about precedence in Luke 
still more improbable. That, moreover, only the association 
of ideas between the questions of ver. 23 and ver. 24 caused 
Luke to insert here this contest about precedence (Strauss, 
I. p. 723 f.; Holtzmann) is the more unfounded that Luke 
has already at ix. 46 related one dispute about precedence. 
Rather, he must have followed a definite tradition, which 
certainly may have taken its rise from the idea embodied in 
the story of the footwashing, and may have attracted here into 
a wrong position what is historically earlier. — 6€ cai] but also, 
in addition to that ov€nteiv.— doxei] is esteemed, Gal. ii. 6. 
Bengel well says: “ Quis sit omnium suffragiis.” — peifov] of 
higher rank; toregard év 7h Bacihela taév obpavdv as understood 
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(Kuinoel and others) is an arbitrary proceeding, according to 
Matt. xviii. 1. Comp. on ix. 46; Mark ix. 33.— Ver. 25. 
tav Over] of the Gentiles, — ot éEoverdt. avt.] These are the 
magnates (Matt. xx. 25), rulers of the Gentiles after their 
kings. — evepyéras, a title of honour: benefactors, i.e. of great 
merit in respect of the state, possibly in respect of the govern- 
ment (Herod. viii. 85). Comp. evepyétnv amoypadyjvar, Herod. 
viii. 85; Thuc. i. 129. 3; Xen. Rep. Ath. iii. 11; Lys. pro 
Polystr.19. >Wwnydbifec@ai tut evepyeciav, Dem. 475.10; Wolf, 
Lept. p. 282; Meier, de proxenia, Hal. 1843, p. 10, 15; 
Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 116. 6. Similarly our “ Excel- 
lencies.” — Ver. 26. ovy obtws| It is sufficient to supply éoré 
(others take mrovetre). See what follows. Ye are not to be thus, 
as that one should let himself be distinguished in rank from the 
others. — 06 peifov] not: “ qui cupit maximus esse,” Kuinoel, 
but: he that is greater among you, who really is so, let him 
condescend so as to place himself on an equality with the 
younger, and claim no more than he. 0 vewtepos does not 
mean the less, and does not refer to one in the circle of the 
twelve, but it means one who is younger than the others, and 
denotes a believing youth. It must be supposed that such 
were present, performing the service. Comp. the parallel 
Svaxovdv. See also Acts v. 6, 10.—o *yovpevos] he who 
rules, standing at the head. Comp. Matt. 1. 6; Acts xv. 22; 
Heb. xiii. 7, 17, 24; 3 Esdr. viii. 44; 1 Macc. ix. 30, and 
elsewhere. This use, moreover, is so frequent among the 
Greek writers (Dem. 654. 22; Soph. Phil. 386; Polyb. 1. 
15. 4, 31.1, 11. 4. 6; Herodian, vii. 1.22; Lucian, Alex. 44; 
Diod. Sic. i. 72), and the designation is so general, that the ex- 
pression does not need to be derived actually from later times 
(Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Ep. p. 29).— Ver. 27. To this conde- 
scending renunciation my example engages you. For although I 
stand to you in the relation of the dvaxedyevos to the diaxovors, 
yet I bear myself in the midst of you no otherwise than as if 
I were your servant. The reference to the footwashing, which 
has been here assumed (even by de Wette and Bleek), could 
not be expected by Luke to be discovered by any reader. It 
is, moreover, superfluous ; for the present repast might of itself 


Bit THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


give sufficient occasion for the designation of the relation by 
means of avaxeiy. and dudKov., and Jesus was in the highest 
sense of self-surrender actually the dvdxovos of His disciples, 
as this found its indelible expression just at this time in the 
distribution of the last supper. Comp. Matt. xx. 28.— éy 
Héow@ wuov] more significant (in the midst of yow) than év 
viv; He did not separate Himself from them as one more dis- 
tinguished than they. — Ver. 28. tpets dé «.7.d.] in order now, 
after this humiliation of His disciples’ desire of precedence, 
to induce them to seek their true exaltation, to wit, by means 
of the assurance of their future dominion and honour in the 
kingdom of the Messiah, He proceeds in such a way as to con- 
trast with His relation to them (éyw Oé év wéow tudr, ver. 27) 
their relation to Him (vmeis 6€... wer’ éwod), as the recom- 
pense of which He then assures to them the Messianic glory: 
But ye are they who have continued with me in my temptations, 
etc. Erasmus aptly paraphrases the tespacuovs: “ quibus 
pater coelestis voluit exploratam ac spectatam esse meam 
obedientiam.” These were the many injuries, persecutions, 
snares, perils of life, etc. (comp. Heb. 11. 18, iv. 15), for the 
bitter experience of which neither wespacpos nor dvapévery are 
expressions too strong (in opposition to de Wette) ; the former 
in respect of its relative idea being not too strong, nor the 
latter, if we consider the contrast of the Messianic anticipa- 
tions of the time. — Ver. 29. caya] and J, on my part, as a 
recompense for it. — dsvat/Oewar] I ordain for you (herewith) 
dominion, as my Father (in His counsel known to me) has 
ordained for me dominion— both in the kingdom of the 
Messiah. Baovd, belongs to both verbs, not merely as a 
parenthesis, so that éva «.7.A. contains the object of dvaTiMenar 
bp. (Ewald, Bleek, and others), since ver. 30 contains the idea 
of the cvpRacireverw. — dvatiO. is not said of testamentary 
appointment (Er. Schmid, Alberti, Krebs; see Plat. Leg. ii. p. 
922 B, E, 923 C; Dem. 1067. 1; Joseph. Anét. xiii. 16. 1; 
Arist, Pol. ii. 9), since the same meaning could not be retained 
in the second member, but in general dispono, J ordain for you 
(2 Chron. vii. 18; Gen. xv. 18; 1 Mace. i. 11; Xen. Cyr. v. 
2. 9, and elsewhere), On the idea, comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12, — 
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Ver. 30. tva] purpose of this assignment of dominion. — ézt 
tT. tpatr. p.| at the table takes place the eating and drinking. 
Comp. ver. 21. This is said not merely of the Messianic 
Passover (vy. 16, 18), but of the Messianic table fellowship in 
general. Comp. xiii. 29; Matt. viii. 11.— According to the 
reading xa@icecGe (see the critical remarks), the construction 
of the ‘va does not run on, but the saying is promissory: and 
ye shall sit, etc., whereby this highest point comes forward 
more emphatically than if the future were made dependent on 
iva (as is done by Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 202 [E. T. 234)). 
—ém) @povev] dédexa is not added, as in Matt. xix. 28, on 
account of Judas. Christ is the divine Lord-superior of the 
Bacrre/a till the consummation of all things (1 Cor. xv. 28), 
and gives to His disciples a share therein. 

Vy. 31-34. The conversation with Peter concerning his 
denial is found in John also at the supper, while Matthew 
and Mark, on the other hand, place it on the way to Geth- 
semane. But how possible it is that the momentous word, 
which had already been spoken at the supper, was returned 
to again on the journey by night! so that in this way both 
narratives are correct in regard to the point of time. The 
words addressed to Peter in ver. 31 f. are peculiar to Luke, 
and are so characteristic in substance and in form, that they 
seem to be original, and not the offspring of tradition. The 
words eizre 5€ 0 xvpios (which, nevertheless, are not found in 
BLT, Copt. Sahid., and are hence suspicious, and deleted by 
Tischendorf), if they are genuine, separate what follows from 
what precedes as a special opening of a discourse the occasion 
of which Luke does not state, and probably, moreover, could 
not, and hence the question at issue cannot be decided. — }(pwv, 
Sipov| urgently warning, as x. 41; Acts ix. 4. — é&ntncaTo 
vpas| he has demanded you (thee and thy fellow-disciples) for 
himself, longed for you into his power, sibi tendendos postulavit ; 
namely, from God, as he once did in the case of Job (Job 1.). 
A similar allusion to the history of Job may be found in the 
Test. XII. Patr. p. 729: édv ta mvevpata tod Bedap eis 
macav tovnplav Orirpews eEartnowvtar twas. Comp. Const. 
Apost. vi. 5. 4. The compound é&y7. refers to the contem- 
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plated surrender out of God’s power and protection. Comp. 
Herod. i. 74: od yap... é&edidov tods YxvOas eEavréovte 
Kvakdpet; Plat. Menex. p. 245 B; Polyb. iv. 66. 9, xxx. 8. 6. 
Moreover, the meaning is not to be reduced to a mere “ im- 
minent vobrs tentationes” (Kuinoel), but the actual will of the 
devil (6 yap SvdBoros trodvs érréxerto Enteiv buas éxBareiv Tis 
euns oTopynsS Kat Tpodotas arodetEar, Theophylact), which is 
known to Jesus, is by Him declared, and only the form of the 
expression by means of é€y77caTo is, in allusion to the history 
of Job, figurative, so that the meaning is: The devil wishes 
to have you in his power, as he once upon a time asked to 
have Job in his power.— tod ouvidcat] so far as the ancient 
Greek writers are concerned, the verb cwidfw!' is not to be 
found; but according to Photius, p. 512, 22, Hesychius, 
Suidas, and the Greek Fathers (see Suicer, Zhes. IL. p. 961 f.; 
van Hengel, Annot. p. 31 f.), the meaning is without doubt: 
in order to sift you (Kooxwevew); civiov yap Tapa Tict 
Kanreitat TO Tap piv KooKWov, ev @ 6 aiTos THOE KaKEiceE 
peTtahepopevos Tapaocerat, Euthymius Zigabenus. The point 
of comparison is the rapadocew which puts to the test. As the 
wheat in the sieve is shaken backwards and forwards, and thus 
the refuse separates itself from the grains, and falls out; so 
Satan wishes to trouble you and toss you about (by vexations, 
terrors, dangers, afflictions), in order to bring your faithfulness 
to me to decay. — Ver. 32. éy@ 5é] spoken in the conscious- 
ness of the greater power which He by His prayer has in 
opposition to the demand of Satan. “ Ostenderat periculum, 
ostendit remedium,” Maldonatus. — wept cod] Comp. pre- 
viously tyas; “totus sane hic sermo Domini praesupponit, 
Petrum esse primum apostolorum, quo stante aut cadente 
ceteri aut minus aut magis periclitarentur,” Bengel. Jesus 
here means a more special intercession than in John xvii. 15. 
—iwa un ékrelrn «.7.r.] that thy faith in me cease not, that 
thou mayest not be unfaithful, and fall away from me. Jesus 
knows this prayer is heard, in spite of the temporary unfaith- 
fulness of the denial, the approaching occurrence of which he 


1 Tonatius, Smyrn. Interpol. 7, has cuvacé%v«:, plainly in reference to the 
passage before us. 
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likewise knows. “ Defecit in Petro 7 evépyeva tis wictews ad 
tempus,” Grotius. Therefore he goes on: and thou at a future 
time (kat od, opposed to the éy@ dé), when thou shalt be con- 
verted (without figure: resipueris, wetavoncas, Theophylact), 
strengthen thy brethren (thy fellow-disciples) ; be their support, 
which maintains and strengthens them, when they become 
wavering in their faith, Even here we have the dignity and 
duty of the primate, which was not to cease through the 
momentary fall. For the idea of ornpifew, see especially 
Acts xiv. 22. On the form otypicov, see Winer, p. 82 
[E. T. 110]. According to Bede, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, 
van Hengel, Annot. p. 1 ff., Ewald, and others, émiotp. is a 
Hebraism (33w): rursus, vicissim, so that the meaning would 
be: what I have done to thee, do thou in turn to thy brethren. 
This is contrary to the usus loquendi of the New Testament 
(even Acts vil. 42, xv. 36). But it is inconsistent with the 
context when Wetstein takes émiotp. actively: “ convertens 
fratres tuos,” since Jesus has the fall of Peter (ver. 34) in His 
view. — Ver. 33 f. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 82-35; Mark 
xiv. 20-31. The émiotpéyas provoked the self-confidence of 
the apostle. — pera cod] stands with passionate emphasis at 
the beginning ; é« mod ijs ayarns Opacivetat Kal bmicyveirat 
Ta Téws ad’T@ advvata, Theophylact. — ITétpe] not Yiuov this 
time. The szgnificant name in contradiction with the conduct. 
— pn] after arapv., as xx. 27. 

Vy. 35-38. Peculiar to Luke, from tradition or from some 
other unknown source. But the utterance itself is in respect 
of its contents so remarkably significant, that we are bound to 
hold by its originality, and not to say that it was introduced 
into this place for the sake of explaining the subsequent 
stroke with the sword (Schleiermacher, Strauss, de Wette), 
or the reason why Judas is afterwards represented as appear- 
ing with armed men (Holtzmann).— kal eizev adtois] A 
pause must be supposed as occurring before what follows, 
the connection of the thought being: not without reason have I 
uttered words so momentous (vv. 31-34), for now your posi- 
tion, when I am no more with you, will be entirely different 
from what it was formerly; there comes for you the time of 
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care for yourselves and of contest! dre dméoteika x.7.d.] 
ix. 3; comp. x. 4.— Ver. 36. odv] in consequence of this 
acknowledgment. — apdtw] not: “tollat, ut emat gladium” 
(Erasmus, Beza, and others), but: let him take it wp, in order 
to bear it. The representation of the thought now refers to 
the time when ye can no more be unconcerned about your 
maintenance, but must yourselves care for it in the world 
which for you is inhospitable. — «al o pi éywv] to wit, 
Badrddvriov kai mypav. The contrast allows nothing else. 
Hence payaspay is erroneously suggested as implied (Beza, 
Jansen, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lange, Ewald, Bleek, 
and others), and equally erroneously is the general reference 
suggested: he who is without means (Kuinoel, Olshausen, 
Schegg). Jesus means to say, how far more necessary still 
than purse and scrip, nay, even more necessary than the upper 
garment, should now be to them a sword, for defence and pro- 
tection against hostile attacks. But observe in this connection 
(1) that he wishes for the purchase of the sword, not by those 
merely who have no purse and knapsack, but, on the contrary, 
whilst he requires it of these, yea, requires it with the sacrifice 
of the cloak, otherwise so needful, yet he regards it as a self- 
evident duty on the part of those who have the means for the 
purchase. The form of his utterance is a parallelism, in 
which the second member supplements and throws a new light 
upon the first. (2) Nevertheless Jesus does not desire that 
His disciples should actually carry and use the sword (Matt. 
xxvi. 52), but He speaks in such a manner as jiguratively to 
represent in what a hostile relation they should henceforth 
find the world arrayed against them, and what resistance and 
struggle on their part would now be necessary in their apostolic 
missionary journeys. That the discourse is in reference to 
these is clearly proved by Badddvt. and mypav, in opposition 
to Olshausen, who perversely allegorizes the whole passage, 
so that Paddrdvrt. and mp. are taken to signify the means for 
the spiritual life, and pay. the sword of the Spirit, Eph. 
vi. 17 (comp. also Erasmus).— Ver. 37. A confirmation of 
the adda viv «.7.r. For since, moreover, that (“ etiamnum 
hoc extremum post tot alia,’ Bengel) must still be fulfilled on 
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*me which is written in Isa. lili, 12; so ye, as my disciples, 
cannot expect for yourselves anything better than what I have 
announced to you, ver. 36. The cogency of the proof follows 
from the presupposition that the disciple is not above his 
master (Matt. x. 24 f.; John xv. 20). On the de? of the 
divine counsel, comp. Matt. xxvi. 54 (Acts ii. 23), and observe 
how inconsistent therewith it is to regard the passion of Jesus 
as a fortuitous occwrrence (Hofmann). — Kal peta ay. dor. | 
cai, and, adopted together with the rest as a constituent part 
of the passage quoted, The completion (the Messianic fulfil- 
ment, xviii. 31) of the prophecy began with the arrest (ver. 52), 
and comprehended the whole subsequent treatment until the 
death. — kai yap ta tepl éwod TEA. exer] for, moreover, that 
which concerneth me has to come to an end; %e., for, moreover, 
with my destiny, as with the destiny of him of whom Isaiah 
speaks, there is an end. Observe that Jesus did not previously 
say TO els ewe yeypaupévoy x.7.r. or the like, but 70 yeyp. det 
tereoO. év éuot, so that He does not explain the passage 
immediately ef Himself (Olshausen), but asserts that it must 
be fulfilled in Him, in respect of which it is plain from xai 
yap «.t.r. that He conceived of another as the subject of the 
first historical meaning of the passage (whom? is another 
question, comp. Acts vui. 34), of whom He was the antitype, 
so that in Him is found the antitypal historical fulfilment 
of that which is predicted in reference to the servant of God. 
On ta mepi €wod, see Kiihner, II. p. 119; on réros eyes, Mark 
ill. 26; Plat. Pol. iii. p. 392 C; Dem. 932. 4, and the ex- 
amples from Xenophon in Sturz, IV. p. 275. Most commenta- 
tors (Euthymius Zigabenus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, and 
many others, including Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek) 
read: for, moreover, that which is written of me, like other pro- 
phecies, 2s about to be accomplished, as though yeypaupéva formed 
part of the sentence, as at xxiv. 44, or flowed from the context, 
as at xxiv. 27. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 380. But 
what a nugatory argument ! and what is the meaning of the xai 
(which certainly most of them leave wholly unnoticed), since, 
indeed, it is just the Messianic prophecies which constitute 
the main substance of prophecy, and do not come in merely 
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by the way ?— Ver. 38. The disciples, not understanding the 
utterance about the sword, imagined that Christ required them 
to have swords actually’ ready for defence from impending 
violence. Peter had one of the two swords (ver. 50). They may 
have been worn on the last journey, or even on account of the 
risk of these days they may have been first procured with a view 
to circumstances that might occur. Butcher's knives (from the 
cutting up of the lamb, as supposed by Euthymius Zigabenus, 
following Chrysostom) they could not be, according to ver. 36, 
although the word, so early as the time of Homer (Déder- 
lein, Glossar. I. p. 201 f.), but never in the New Testament, 
has this signification. — ‘xavov éots] a gentle turning aside 
of further discussion, with a touch of sorrowful irony: 7 
is enough! More than your two swords ye need not! 
Comp. Castalio on the passage. The disciples, carrying out 
this idea, must have at once concluded that Jesus had still 
probably meant something else than an actual purchase of 
swords, ver. 36.” The significance of the answer so conceived 
gives to this view the preference over the explanation of others 
(Theophylact, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Bisping, Kuinoel): 
enough of this matter! Compare the Rabbinical 7% in 
Schoettgen, p. 314 ff Olshausen and de Wette combine 
the two, saying that Jesus spoke im a twofold sense ; comp. 
Bleek. Without sufficient reasou, since the setting aside of 
the subject is found also in our view.—Boniface vii. proves 
from the passage before us che double sword of the papal 
sovereignty, the spiritual and temporal jurisdiction! “ Pro- 
tervum ludibrium” (Calvin). 

Vv. 39-46. See on Matt. xxvi. 36-46; Mark xiv. 82-42. 
The originality is on the side of Matthew and Mark. Luke 
by condensing disturbs the clearness of the single narrative, 
and mixes up with it legendary elements.— Ver. 40. ézi 

1 Schleiermacher even has forced this misunderstanding (L. J. p. 417f.) toa 
groundless combination ; namely, that Jesus wished the swords for the case of 
an unofficial assault. 

2 Comp. Luther’s gloss; ‘‘ Itis of no more avail to fight with the bodily sword, 
but henceforth it is of avail to suffer for the sake of the gospel, and to bear the 


cross ; for the devil cannot be fought against with steel, therefore there is need 
to venture all on that, and only to take the spiritual sword, the word of God,” 


CHAP. XXII. 39-46, pei 


Tod Torov| at the place whither He wished to go,—had arrived 
at the spot. On yiver@ar in the sense of come, see Nagelsbach, 
Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 295. — mpocebyeoOe, «.7.d.] which Matt. 
xxvi. 41 and Mark xiv. 38 do not insert till later. Luke 
abbreviates, but to the prejudice of the appropriateness of the 
narrative. He is not to be supposed capable of having con- 
founded the prayer of Jesus (Matt. xxvi. 36) with that of the 
disciples (de Wette). — Ver. 41. autos] He on His part, in con- 
trast with the disciples. — ameomacOn| avulsus est, Vulgate ; 
He was drawn away from them, not involuntarily, but perchance 
in the urgency of His emotion, which forced Him to be alone, so 
that He, as it were, was forcibly separated from His disciples, 
with whom He otherwise would have remained. Ancient 
scholium on Soph. 47. 1003, droomav To Biaiws ywpilew ta 
Kexo\Anueva. Comp. Acts xxi. 1, and the passages in Kypke, 
also Pfluek, ad Eur. Hee. 225. It might indeed also mean 
simply: secessit (Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and many others) ; 
comp. 2 Mace. xii. 10, 17; Xen. Anab. ii. 2.12; but the above 
view explains the choice of the word, which is not elsewhere 
used in the New Testament for the frequent idea, “ He with- 
drew Himself.” — acei XOov Borjr] a distance of about a stone's 
throw, therefore not so far that He could not be heard by the 
disciples in the still night. On the expression, comp. J/. 
mei) 5295+ Thue. vi. 65. 15; LXX) Ge. xXxi,.16.-' On the 
accusative of measure, see Kiihner, § 556. — Ver. 42. e 
BotvdNer tapeveyxeiv x.7.r.] if Thow art willing to bear aside 
(Mark xiv. 36) this cup from me.—-The apodosis (srapéveyxe) 
is in the urgency of the mental excitement suppressed by the 
following thought (comp. xix. 41). The momentary longing 
after deliverance yields immediately to unconditional sub- 
mission. See Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 750]; Buttmann, p. 339 
[E. T. 396].— @éAnua] not Bovry or BovAnua, which would 
not have been appropriate to mov. Comp. on Matt. 1. 19; 
Eph. i. 11.— Ver. 43. The appearance of the angel, under- 
stood by Luke historically and externally (&p0n ax’ ovpavod), 
‘is by Olshausen (see, in answer to him, Dettinger in the Z%b. 
Zeutschr. 1838, p. 46 f.) erroneously taken as an internal 
phenomenon (but see i. 11, xxiv. 34; Acts ii. 3, vil. 2, 30, 
LUKE II, x 
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ix. 17, xvi. 9, xxvi. 16), and interpreted as signifying an 
“influx of spiritual powers.” But of the strengthening itself is 
not to be made a bodily invigoration, as at Acts ix. 19 (Hof- 
mann, Schriftbew. I. p. 391; Schegg), but it is to be left as an 
enhancement of spiritual powers,’ as, according to the just 
narrated prayerful disposition, the context suggests, His sub- 
mission to the Father’s will, just expressed in the prayer, was 
the subjective condition of this strengthening, and on this 
submission being manifested the strengthening was objectively 
effected by the angel. Thus the narrative of Luke; but the 
circumstance that neither Matthew (John does not give the 
narrative of the agony at all) nor Mark relates this singular 
and remarkable angelic strengthening, although the latter 
would have had the testimony of Peter on his side, authorizes 
all the more the view of a legendary origination of the narrative 
(Gabler in Theolog. Journ. I. pp. 109 ff., 217 ff.; Schleiermacher, 
Strauss, Hase, Theile, Holtzmann, comp. Bleek, Schenkel, and 
others), the nearer the decisive resolve of Jesus (whether 
regarded in itself,or as compared with the history of the tempta- 
tion and such expressions as John i. 52) approached to such 
an increase of strength, which decisive resolve, however, in the 
tradition took the shape of an external fact perceived by the 
senses. Dettinger, l.c.; Ebrard, p. 528; Olshausen, Schege ; 
Lange also, Z. J. IL. 3, p. 1430, and others, adduce insufficient 
grounds in favour of the historical view. The older dogmatic 
devices to explain the manner in which this strengthening 
came about, wherein orthodoxy comforted itself with the 
doctrine of the «évwovs, may be seen in Calovius. — Ver. 44. 
Further particulars. According to Luke, the decisive resolve 
of Jesus: Td cov yevécOw, was crowned with the strengthening 
angelic appearance ; and thus decided and equipped for resist- 
ance, He now endured (comp. Heb. v. 7 f., and thereupon 
Liinemann and Delitzsch) the agony (aywvia, Dem. 236, 19 ; 
Polyb. viii. 21.2; 2 Mace. iii. 14, xv. 19), which was now 
beginning, fervently praying (as before the appearance), which 
agony increased even to the bloody sweat. Luke has con- 


1 Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Fritzsche, p. 16) says: Baim cov bavarov 
nate Qiow cvbpamoy nal sizeras Kal inoxieras bore ayytrou. 
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eeived the strengthening influence as increasing as the agony 
inereased. The sweat of Jesus (in the height of the agony) 
was like to drops of blood falling down. This is referred by 
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, Calixtus, Ham- 
mond, Michaelis, Valckenaer, and most of the later commen- 
tators, including Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, merely 
to the size and consistence of the drops of sweat. So also 
Dettinger, lc, and Hug, Gutacht. II. p. 145. Comp. Lange, 
II. 38, p. 1433. Thus in a naturalistic direction the point of 
comparison found in aiwaros is robbed of its characteristic 
importance, and Luke would have concluded his description, 
rising to a climax, with nothing but this: and Jesus fell into 
the most violent sweat! No! aipatos only receives its due 
in being referred to the nature of the sweat, and this nature 
is viewed as foreshadowing the coming bloodshedding. Hence 
also the strongly descriptive word O@pdu8oc is chosen; for 
OpouBos is not simply a drop (ctaywv, ctadaypa), but a clot 
of coagulated fluid (milk and the like), and is often used 
especially of coagulated blued (Aesch. Hum. 184 ; Choeph. 533, 
545; Plat. Crit. p. 120 A: OpouBov évéBadrov aipatos ; 
Dioscor. 13: OpduBos aipatos). See Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. 
p. 379; Blomfield, Gloss. Choeph. 526. Consequently that 
sweat of Jesus was indeed no mass of blood (opposed to which 
is Moet), but a profusion of bloody sweat, which was mingled 
with portions of blood, and as it flowed down appeared as 
clots of blood trickling down to the ground.’ So in substance 
most of the Fathers, Erasmus, Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, 
and others, including Strauss, Ebrard, Schegg. As to the 
historical character of the matter, it would come under the 
same judgment as that of the angelic strengthening, were it 
independent of the analogies of sweat of blood elsewhere 
occurring (Aristotle, H. A. iii. 19; Bartholinus, de Cruce, pp. 
184 ff, 193 ff. ; Gruner, de J. C. morte vera, pp. 33 ff, 109 f.; 
Loenartz, de sudore sanguin. Bonn 1850).— Ver. 45. dao 


* Justin, ¢, Zr. 103, relates from the droprynmoveduacs simply : drs Dpas dott 
poh xacexeiro, Therein is found no essential variation trom the passage 
before us. For épouG0s, even in the classical writers, is used without aimaros of 
a coagulated mass of blood. See Blomfield, lc. 
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Tis NUTS] by reason of the sorrow in which they were. An 
attempt to explain the strange sleep which had overmastered 
the whole band of disciples. Is it, however, sufficient ? 
Hardly in this case, where in the chilly night of spring 
(John xviii. 18) Jesus was so near, and was in a situation 
exciting the deepest interest and the most intense participa- 
tion in the sympathy of His disciples. In itself there is 
justice in the observation that continuous deep grief relaxes 
into sleep. See examples in Pricaeus, ad Apulej. Metam. 
p. 660 f., and Wetstein. Calvin suggests Satanie tempta- 
tion as the cause first of this sleep, and then of the blow 
with the sword. 

Vv. 47-53. See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56, Mark xiv. 43-52, 
in both of which the linking on of what follows by means of 
éte avTov AaX. is better suited to the sense. Luke in this 
part uses in general less original sources. — 6 Aeyou. “Lovd.] 
who is called Judas. Comp. ver. 1; Matt. ii. 28, xxvi. 3, 14, 
xxvii. 33, and elsewhere.-— eis tov SHdexa] as ver. 3.— 
mponpyeto avtovs] See on Mark vi. 33.— Ver. 48. diAjparte] 
placed first for emphasis ; ¢/Aov doracua éyOpod Epyov Thy 
mpodociay yuryvvers ; Theophylact. That the kiss was con- 
certed with the enemies (Mark xiv. 44) Luke leaves to be 
gathered only mediately from the words of Jesus. — Ver. 49.’ 
el twatdaEopev x.7.r.] whether we shall smite by means of the 
sword ? Comp. xiii. 23; Acts i. 6, and elsewhere. See on 
Matt. xii. 10 and on Luke xiii. 23. Grotius says rightly: 
“Dubii inter id, quod natura dictabat, et saepe inculcata 
patientiae praecepta dominum quid faciendum sit rogant. At 
Petrus non expectato Domini responso ad vim vi arcendam 
accingitur.” — Ver. 50. To de&dv] as also John xviii. 10 has 
it. — Ver. 51. éare ws tovrov] is a prohibitory summons to 
the disciples: sinite usque hue (Vulg.), which Augustine, de 
cons. ev. iii, 5, aptly explains: “ permittendi sunt hucusque 


1 Vy. 49-51, as also already at vv. 35-38, was objectionable to Marcion, and 
was omitted in his gospel. See Volkmar, p. 69f. Hilgenfeld decides otherwise 
in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 240 f., where he, indeed, likewise concedes the 
genuineness, but supposes that the deletion may have happened in the Romish 
Church even before Marcion. 
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progredi.” Let them go so far as even to take me prisoner ! 
Comp. Luther, Maldonatus, and others; recently also Hof- 
mann, Schrifibew. II. 2, p. 437, and Schegg. Grotius, Bengel, 
_ Wetstein, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, and others have ex- 
plained : cease (comp. Acts v. 38; Hom. J/. xxi. 221, al.)! 
so far! (not farther! comp. Lev. xxvi. 18 ; Job xxxviii. 11). 
To this it stands opposed that herein is found no disapproval 
of the blow with the sword, but only the prohibition to go 
any further ; and, moreover, this not at all negatively expressed, 
as it would have most obviously occurred by means of some 
such expression as 7) Toppwtépw or the like. Others take the 
words as an address to those who were taking Him prisoner, and 
thus tovrov either as newter and temporal : “ missum facite me 
usque ad wd tempus, quo vulnus illius hominis sanavero” 
(Bornemann, so also Hammond, Kypke, de Wette, Lange, II. 3, 
p. 1461, III. p. 512), or tovrov as neuter, indeed, but local : 
let me go thither where the wounded man is (Paulus), or 
TovTov as masculine: let me go to this man in order to heal 
him (Stolz, Baumgarten-Crusius). Against these views the 
objection is that the context in the word dzoxpifeis shows 
nothing else than a reply to the disciples, as Jesus does not 
turn to His enemies till ver. 52.— Kal dapay. x«.7..] On 
account of agetrev, ver. 50, this is to be referred to the place 
and the remains of the ear that had been cut off; and iadcato 
avrov to the healing of the wownd (not: replacing of the ear). 
With desperate arbitrariness Paulus says that He touched 
the wound in order to examine it, ana told the man what he 
must do to heal it! Luke alone records the healing; and it 
can the less be cleared of the suspicion of being a legendary 
accretion (comp. Strauss, II. p. 461; Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Holtzmann, and others), like vv. 43, 44, that even John, 
who narrates the blow with the sword so circumstantially, 
says nothing about it. — Ver. 52. mpcds rods mapayevop. 
x.T.r.] These chief priests, etc., were therefore, according to 
Luke, associated with that éyAos, ver. 47. Inappropriate in 
itself, and in opposition to the rest of the evangelists. An 
error on the part of tradition, probably through confusion with 
John xviii, 20 f. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 47, 55. Ebrard, 
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p. 532, is in error when he says that Luke is speaking of 
those who had just then newly approached. So also Lange. 
Opposed to this is the aorist participle. — Ver. 53. aAN avrn 
x.T..] informs us of the reason that they had not laid hands 
on Hin sooner in spite of His daily association with them : 
But this (the present hour) 2s your (that which is ordained for 
you for the execution of your work, according to divine decree) 
hour, and (this, this power in which ye now are acting) the 
power of durkness, v.e. the power which is given to darkness (in 
the ethical sense, the power opposed to the divine aA7Oaa, 
opposed to das). Observe the great emphasis on the tpar 
by being placed so near the beginning of the clause. The 
expression Tod oxdTovs, not Ths dmaptias (so Kuinoel and 
Olshausen explain it), not tod dva8orov (so Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others), is chosen in reference to the actual night, which it was 
at this time; but it is not the actual darkness of night that 
is meant (“ only the darkness gives you courage and power to 
lay hold of me,” de Wette, comp. Neander, Bleek, and older 
commentators), for this quite commonplace thought would 
declare nothing on the destiny of that hour and power. 

Vv. 54-62. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f., 69-75 ; Mark xiv. 
53f, 66-72. Jesus is led into the house of the high priest, 
in the court of which (vv. 61, 63), according to Luke, who 
follows a diverging tradition, He is kept and subjected to 
mockery till daybreak (ver. 66), when the Sanhedrim comes 
together. According to Matthew and Mark, the Sanhedrim 
assemble immediately after the arrival of Jesus, and examine 
Him. The two narratives cannot be reconciled, but the pre- 
ference is to be given to Luke in so far as he agrees with 
John. See below on tod apysep. Moreover, Luke is not 
self-contradictory (in opposition to Strauss), as the chief priests 
and elders mentioned at ver. 52 are to be regarded only as 
individuals, and probably as deputed by the Sanhedrim. — 
tod apxep.] As Luke did not regard Caiaphas (the general 
opinion), but Annas, as the officiating high priest (see on iii. 2 
and Acts iv. 6), the latter is to be understood in this place. 
Comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 39 ff., and Holtzmann, Luke, indeed, 
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thus falls into a new variation from Matthew, but partially 
comes into harmony with John so far, that is, as the latter 
likewise represents Jesus as brought at first to Annas, and so 
far also as in Luke and in John the denials occur in the court 
of Annas. But of a trial before Annas (John xviii. 19 ff.) 
Luke has nothing, yet it finds its historical place naturally 
enough immediately after e¢s Tov oixov Tod dpxtep., when the 
prisoner, as may be supposed, was announced. Wieseler also, 
Synopse, p. 405, comes to the result that Luke xxi, 54-65 
belongs to what occurred in the house of Annas, but comes to 
it in another way. Comp. on iii. 2.— Ver. 55. wepiaypavrov | 
(see the critical remarks) after they had kindled arownd 
(Phalaris, Hp. v. p. 28), we. had set it in full blaze. The 
insertion of avtév was not needful, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 
2. 17.— Ver. 56. atevicaca] after she had looked keenly upon 
him, iv. 20, and very often in the Acts of the Apostles. See 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 259.— Ver. 58. &repos] A variation 
from Matthew and Mark. For Luke does not think of a 
maid ; rather he distinguishes the interrogator here as masculine, 
by €repos and avOpwre, from the female questioner of ver. 
56 f.; hence Ebrard (comp. Wetstein) is wrong in contenting 
himself with the indefinite sense, “ somebody else.” — Ver. 59. 
ados tis] several, according to Matthew and Mark. As to 
the variations of the four Gospels in the account of the 
denials, sce in general on Matt. xxvi. 75, Remark. — Ver. 61. 
According to Luke, therefore, Jesus is stil also in the court, 
and, down to ver. 66, is kept there in custody (ver. 63). 
Certainly it is psychologically extremely improbable that 
Peter should have perpetrated the denials in the presence of 
Jesus, which, moreover, is contrary to the other Gospels. 
But a reconciliation of them with Luke is impossible; and, 
moreover, the assumption that Jesus looked upon Peter as He 
was led from Annas to Caiaphas and passed close by the 
disciple in the court (John xviii. 24, so Olshausen, Schweizer, 
Ebrard), is inadmissible, as, according to John, it is already 
the second denial that occurs about the same time as_ this 
leading away of Jesus, but according to Luke, ver. 59, there 
is an interval of about an hour between the second and third, 
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denial. —: évéSree] What a holy power is in this silent 
glance, according to the narrative of Luke! 

Vv. 63-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 67f.; Mark xiv. 69. 
Luke follows an entirely different tradition—different in 
respect of the time, the place, and the persons who were 
engaged in the mockery. The same characteristic ill-treat- 
ment (smiting—demand for prophecy), the original connection 
of which is in Matthew and Mark (in opposition to Schleier- 
macher), had arranged itself variously in tradition. Against 
the supposition of many times repeated mockery must be 
reckoned the identity and peculiarity of its essential element 
(in opposition to Ebrard and others). — dépe and wales are 
distinguished as to scourge (Jacobs, Del. Epigr. vi. 63) and to 
smite im general. 

Vv. 66,67. According to Luke, the Sanhedrim now first 
comes together after daybreak, and Jesus is led in for trial. 
Where it assembled Luke does not say, and there is nothing 
therefore opposed to our finding in this place the leading 
away from the court of Annas (see on ver. 54) into the house 
of Caiaphas (John xviii. 24). The trial itself, as to its matter, 
is plainly the same which Matthew—although immediately 
after the bringing in of Jesus—makes to be held in the house 
of Caiaphas. See Matt. xxvi. 59 ff. Luke relates the matter 
and proceedings in a merely summary and imperfect manner. 
— 70 mpeaButépiov x.7.r.] the elders of the people, (the) chief 
preests, and scribes. These are the three constituent elements 
of the Sanhedrim. Comp. ix. 22, xx. 1. On mpeoBurépior, 
denoting the elders as a corporation, comp. Acts xxii. 5. By 
the non-repetition of the article the three parts are bound into 
a unity, in respect of which the difference of the gender and 
number is no difficulty (comp. Plato, Pol. vi. p. 501 D: tod 
ovtos Te Kal adnOelas épactds ; Soph. Oed. C. 850: matpida 
Te THY onv Kal pidrous), especially in respect of the collective 
nature of mpecButépuov. See in general, Kriiger, § 58. 2. 1; 
Winer, p. 115 f. [E. T. 157 f.].— dvyjyayov] The subject is 
the assembled members of the Sanhedrim who had caused Him 
to be brought up. ava indicates a locality situated higher, as 
contrasted with the court of Annas, in which locality the 
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Sanhedrim were met. — eis 70 ouvédp. Eavtadv] into their own 
concessus, into their own council gathering, in order now them- 
selves to proceed further with Him. Comp. the use of suvé- 
dptov of the Amphictyonic council, also of the Roman and the 
Carthaginian Senate (Polyb. xl. 6. 6, 1. 11. 1, 31. 8).— 
Ver. 67. e¢ od x.7.X.] may mean: Jf thow art the Messiah, tell 
us (Vulgate, Luther, and most commentators), or: Tell us 
whether thou art the Messiah (Castalio, Bornemann, Ewald, and 
others), or: Js it the case that thou art the Messiah? Tell us 
(Erasmus). The first is the simplest, and corresponds to the 
purpose of framing the question so as to elicit an aflirmative 
answer. 

Vv. 68, 69. Matthew and Mark have not the evasive 
answer, ver. 68 ; and the explanation of Jesus: amo Tod viv 
K.T.X., does not come in there till after the distinct affirmation. 
Their narrative has the advantage of internal probability. 
Luke has worked up the material more catechetically. — éav 
dé Kal épwt.] but in case I also (should not limit myself 
merely to the confession that I am He, but also) should ask, 
should put before you questions which are connected there- 
with, ye would certainly not answer (see the critical remarks), 
— aro tod viv 5é] “ Ab hoc puncto, quum dimittere non vultis, 
Hoe ipsum erat iter ad gloriam,’” Bengel. On the position of 
dé, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 378f. Moreover, see on Matt. 
xxvi. 64; yet Luke has avoided the certainly original dyecOe, 
and thus made the utterance less abrupt. 

Vv. 70, 71. ‘O vids +r. OQcod] This designation of the 
Messiah is suggested by é« deEvav .. . Oeod, in recollection of 
Ps. ex.; for “ colligebant ex praedicato ver. 69,” Bengel. And 
their conclusion was right.— dre éy@ eius] ott, argumenta- 
tively, comp. John xviii. 37 ; éy#, with emphasis, correspond- 
ing to the ov of vv. 67 and 70.—paprup/as] that He gives 
Himself out to be the Messiah, 
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CHAPTER XXIII 


Ver. 1. Elz. has jyaye. But ¢yayo is decisively attested. — 
Ver. 2. After ¢évog we find 7ué%y in the more important autho- 
rities. So Lachm. and Tisch. As no reason occurred for add- 
ing it in the way of gloss, it has more probably been passed 
over as superfluous. — Ver. 6. TadiAaiav] is wanting in BLT 
s, Copt. Tisch. Passed over as superfluous and troublesome. — 
Ver. 8. 2& ixavot] 2 ixaviv ypovay (B DL T 8, Lachm. Tisch.) and 
= inavod yxpévou (H M X, min. Vulg. It.) are expansions in the 
way of gloss. — roAAd is wanting in B DK LM [T ]8, min. 
vss. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition 
to make the statement more precise, which some cursives have 
after airot. — Ver. 11. wepiG. airév] airév is wanting in B LTRs, 
52, Vulg. codd. of It. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
A superfluous exegetical addition, instead of which RS U 1, 
min. have air@.— Ver. 15. dvéweurba yap imes ap. airdv] BK L 
M I18, min. vss. have dviwew bev yap abriv apis qucs (B: tues). 
An alteration in accordance with ver. 11. There are yet other 
attempts at improvement in the authorities. — After ver. 16 
Elz. Scholz have (ver. 17) dvdyxny 0: eiyev drortenw abrois nara 
ioprqv gv. This is wanting in A BK LT 0, Copt. Sahid. Vere., 
and does not occur in D, Aeth. Syr. till after ver. 19. There 
are many variations also in the details. An old gloss. Con- 
demned also by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. and [omitted by] 
Tisch. [8].— Ver. 19. Instead of B:Sanu. «is r. g. Tisch. has 
Banbeis tv 77 QuAUx, IN Opposition to preponderating evidence ; 
and the aorist participle is not appropriate grammatically (comp. 
Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 265 [E. T. 309 f.]).— Ver. 20. oi] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have 4, on decisive evidence.— Ver. 21. 
Elz. Scholz have cravtpwoov, craipwoo. But B D &, Or. Eus. 
Cyr. have cravpov, sravpov, which Griesbach approved (as peri- 
spomenon), Lachm. and Tisch. adopted (as parorytone). The 
Recepta is from Mark xv. 13 f.; John xix. 6, 15.— Ver. 23. xa/ 
civ dpyiep.] bracketed by Lachm., condemned also by Rinck, 
deleted by Tisch. It is wanting in B Lx, 130, al. Copt. Sahid. 
Vulg. codd of It. But for what purpose should it have been 
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added? It would be far easier to overlook it as superfluously 
straggling after wirAN. — Ver, 24. 6 6¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
zai, in accordance with B L®, 157, It. The Recepta is from 
Mark xv. 15, whence also, and from Matt. xxvii. 26, airois 
(ver. 25) came in, which Elz. reads after dex. 62.— Ver. 26. 
Simwvos 2.7.. | Lachm. and Tisch. have Sizwva rive Kupyvaiov 
épxéuevov, On important evidence indeed; but the parallels sug- 
gested the accusative. lz. has rot before épy., in opposition to 
decisive evidence.— Ver. 27. «i zai] Lachm. has merely ai. 
Since the authorities against xa/ are decisive (A B C* D L X, 
min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. It. Theophyl.), it is to be 
deleted, and to be explained from «i having been written 
twice, or as an arbitrary addition, from the well-known usage 
in Luke. In 8 ai zai is wanting. — Ver. 29. 2d42ac0v] B O* 
Ls, min. It. have peay, to which, moreover, C** D approach 
with 2&2épeLav. dpe). is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch. 
The fecepta is an interpretation. — Ver. 34. 6 6: “Ijoots ... 
rove] bracketed by Lachm. The words are wanting in B 
D* s** 38, 435, Sahid. Cant. Ver. Vere. Variations in details. 
An ancient omission, according to the parallels, which have not 
this prayer. It bears, moreover, the stamp of originality in 
itself; it is also attested by Clem. Hom. xi. 20, and belongs 
to the peculiar features of the history of the passion which 
Luke has retained. — xr%pov] Tisch. has xAnpous, following A X, 
min. Syr. [according to Tisch. 8, Syr.™ favours either read- 
ing, but xAgpovs is vouched for by Syr.ie and by the text (not 
the margin) of Syr.?'] Slav. Vulg. It. Aug. ; the singular is from 
the parallel and Ps. xxii. 19.— Ver. 35. The xas after 6¢ is 
wanting in D8, min. Vulg. It. Eus. Lachm. Tisch. The sub- 
sequent ody airo% is wanting in BC D L Q Xx, min. Syr. 
Pers.?) Ar.’ Erp. Copt. Aeth. Cant. Ver. Colb. Corb. Rd. 
Bracketed by Lachm. ; ody airo7s is to be deleted; it was added 
in order, according to the parallels, to allow the mocking by 
the people also to take place; xa/, however, is to be maintained, 
partly on account of its preponderating attestation, partly 
because it suggested the addition of ody airo%, but appeared 
inappropriate without this addition. — Ver. 36. zai] after zpoo- 
ep%. 18, on preponderating evidence, with Tisch. (Lachm. has 
only bracketed it), to be deleted. A connective addition. — 
Ver. 38. yeypauuévy] Since B L 8, Copt. Sahid. have not this 
at all, while A D Q have éayeyp. (so Lachm.), and C* X, 
min. have yeyp. after air@, the word is, with Tisch., to be 
deleted as an exegetical addition. — ypéupoow . . . ‘ESp.] is 
wanting in B C* L, Copt. Sahid. Syr. Vere. Deleted by, 
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Tisch., by Lachm. only bracketed. It is a very ancient addi- 
tion from John xix. 20. — cirés éorw] is wanting in C, Colb., and 
is found in others, sometimes with (D, 124, Cant. Corb.), 
sometimes without éor (B LX, Verc.), not until after Iovdaswy ; 
hence there is a strong suspicion of its being a supplement. 
Lachm. and Tisch. have 6 BaotAedg ¢. ‘Ioud. ovros, although Lachm. 
brackets obrog. — Ver. 39. i od ef] Tisch. has ody? od <7, accord- 
ing to B C* Lk, vss.; the Recepta is from ver. 37, whence also 
the Aéywv, which precedes these words, and which is wanting in 
B L, has intruded. — Ver, 42. xipiz] is wanting in B C* D L M* 
s, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr.J Cant. Vere. Or.(once). Bracketed 
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition, which Q, Corb. 
Brix. Syr.™ Hil. have before svjod.1— Ver. 44. xv 62] Lachm. 
Tisch. have za? jv 764, in accordance with sufficient evidence. 
Both the insertion of 6 and the omission of 76, were occasioned 
by the parallels. — Ver. 45. xai éoxor. 6 As] appeared unsuit- 
able after ver. 44, and was therefore in C** ? 33 (not by 
Marcion, according to Epiphanius) omitted (which omission 
Griesb. commended), while others put in its place, as a gloss 
on what precedes, rod 7Asov éxdsirovros (B) or exrux. (C* L&, min. 
vss. Or.; so Tisch.).— Ver. 46. rupadjoowas] raparidewas (com- 
mended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) is decisively 
attested. The ecepta is from LXX. Ps. xxxi. 5.— Ver. 48. 
dewpodvres] Lachm. and Tisch. have éswpyoavres, which is founded 
on BC DLR X-v8, min. Colb.—A has omitted dewp. r. y. The 
aorist is logically necessary.— After riar. Elz. Scholz have 
taurav, IN Opposition to A B C* D Ly, in spite of which 
authorities Lachm. has nevertheless retained it. A superfluous 
addition, instead of which U X Ir have airév.— Ver. 49. airod] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have air#, which is sufficiently attested by 
A BL P, 33, 64, for airod to be traced to the inaccuracy of the 
transcribers. Before waxp. Lachm. Tisch. have dé, in accordance 
with BD Lx. From the parallels. — Ver. 51. Elz. Scholz have 
os nal wpossdevero xal airéc. But BC D LX, 69, Copt. codd. of 
It. have merely o¢ wpooedévero. So Lachm. Tisch. From Matthew 
and Mark was written on the margin sometimes only xa/, some- 
times zai airés, both of which readings are combined in the 
Recepta. There are many other variations, which together 
make the Aecepta so much the more suspicious. — Ver. 53. 
Lachm. Tisch. have deleted the first airé, in accordance, indeed, 
with B C D L®&, min. Vulg. It. (not Ver.) ; but being superfluous, 
and being regarded as awkwardly in the way, it was easily 

1 Still in connection with this deletion of the xvpis is to be read previously 
with Tisch., following B C* L N* Copt, Sahid. : xai taryev* Inco, 


es) 


CHAP, XXIII. 1—5. 33 


passed over, — 2éyx. airé] Lachm. and Tisch. have ¢dyx. airdv, in 
accordance with B C Ds, Vulg. It. Copt. Rightly; airé is a 
repetition from what precedes.— Ver. 54. sapacxevy] Lachm. 
Tisch. have rapaoxev7s, in accordance with B C* Lx, min. Vulg. 
codd. of It. Copt. Sahid. Since even the evidence of D is not in 
favour of the Recepta (it has xpd caSSdrov), the authorities in 
favour of the genitive are all the stronger, especially as tapa- 
oxcvj Was easily regarded by the transcribers as a name. Hence 
the genitive is to be preferred.— The xas before od. is, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B C* L&, min. vss., to 
be retained. It slipt out in consequence of the omission of the 
entire clause x. 048. éxep. (so still D, Colb.), and then was 
restored without the superfluous z«/.— Ver. 55, Elz. Scholz have 
62 xai yuvaixes. Certainly erroneous, since the decisive authorities 
have sometimes left out xa/ altogether (so Tisch.), sometimes 
have instead of it «i (so Lachm.). The latter is right. From 
6: wi arose the 6: xaiso frequent in Luke. But the article is 
necessary, in accordance with ver. 49. 


Vv. 1-3. Comp. on Matt. xxvii. 2, 11; Mark xv. 1, 2. 
Luke relates the special charge, ver. 2, very precisely." The 
preliminary Anvestigation of the case before the Sanhedrim, 
xxi. 66 ff, had yielded the result, that Jesus asserted that He 
was the Messiah. This they now apply in presence of the 
political power to the political (anti-Roman) side. — #pEavTo| 
Beginning of the accusation scene. — duactpéd.] perverting, 
misleading. Comp. Polyb. v. 41. 1: agiotacOar cal diactpe- 
dew; Ecclus. xi. 34.— 70 Ov. jy.] our nation, John xi. 50. 
— xodvovTa] mediately, to wit, by representing Himself, etc.” 
— Xpictcv Baciréa] a King-Messiah. Baovréa is added in 
connection with the political turn which they gave to the 
charge. 

Vv. 4, 5. In the avowal itself Pilate finds the sign that 
nothing blameworthy, etc..—to him it is the expression of the 


1 Marcion, as quoted by Epiph., has enriched the accusation with two points 
more, namely, after +o %vos nuav: xai xararvovra rav vouov x, rods xpopyras, and 
after Baoir, sivas: xal amrorrpihovra Tas yuvainas x. Te TEXVE, 

* Thus, according to the Recepta, atyora. Still the reading zai aiyavra (BL 
T &, vss.) is, with Tischendorf, to be preferred, in which the two points xwAvovra 
x.7.2. and Atyovra x.7.2. are put forward independently. How easily the <al 
might drop out after 3ovAl! 
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fixed idea of a harmless visionary. — éwicyvor] is not, as 
there is no object in connection with it, to be taken actively 
(they strengthened their denunciation) ; but, with the Vulgate, 
Luther, Beza, and many others: they grew stronger, ie. they 
became more emphatic, more energetic. Comp. Diod. v. 59; 
1 Mace. vi. 6, and the correlative xaticyvov, ver. 23. Both 
kinds of usage are frequent in the LX X.— dvaceéer] Observe, 
on the one hand, the present, denoting such a persistent 
urgency ; and, on the other, the stronger and more direct 
expression than ver. 2 (Siactpép.) now used: he stirs wp 
(Mark xv. 11; Polyb. Wr. Hist. 66; Wesseling, ad Diodor, I. 
p. 615). —dp&dp. «.7.r.] as Matt. xx. 8. 

Vv. 6, 7. Pilate was glad to seize the opportunity, when 
he heard the name of Galilee (adkovdcas Tanud.), instead of 
defending the guiltless, to draw himself out of the business at 
first, at least by a preliminary reference to the judgment 
of Herod,’ which might cause him possibly to be transported 
to Galilee, and so he might be relieved of the transaction. 
Herod Antipas was tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea. Comp. 
iii, 1, — avéreprpev] he sent Him up,—as the word, moreover, 
is used among the Greeks of the sending of delinquents to 
a higher judicature. Comp. Polyb. i. 7. 12, xxix. 11. 9. 
In the same manner avayew; comp. on Acts xxv. 21; but 
at ver. 11 it is: he sent back (Philem. 11). 

Vv. 8,9. The frivolous tetrarch, in an unkingly manner, on 
the assumption that he had only either to accept or to reject 
Him,’ immediately upon the sight of Jesus begins to rejoice 
at the satisfaction of his curiosity. — jv yap Oéd\ev «.7.d.] 
for from a long time he had been desirous, — On é& 
ixavod, comp. the Greek neutral expressions: é« voAXod, éx 
mrelatou, €& dduyou, €€ éxeivov, and the like; éd’ ‘xavor, 
2 Mace. viii. 25. — axovew] continually. — #rmife «.7X] 
“ut oculos et animum re nova pasceret more aulae,” Grotius. 
— ovdév amexpivaro] is to be explained from the nature> of 


1 Scarcely merely for the sake of learning the opinion of Herod (Ewald), 
for this is not made self-evident by the simple dviwtuzev ; nor, moreover, for the 
sake of learning the truth from Herod (Neander), 

* Comp. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 456. 
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the questions, and from Jesus seeing through Herod’s purpose. 
— avtos 5é] But He on His part. 

Vv. 10-12. Eiornxecav] they stood there. They had 
brought Him to Herod. — evdtovws] with passionate energy. 
Comp. 2 Mace, xii. 23; Acts xviii. 28, often in the Greek 
writers. — Ver. 11. Prudently enough Herod does not enter 
into the charges,—frivolously enough he thinks that justice 
will be done to the obstinate enthusiast as to a fool, not 
by means of investigation and punishment, but by contempt 
and mockery, — adv rots otpatevuaciw avtod| These troops 
are the body of satellites by whom He is surrounded. — éo@}Ta 
Aaurrp.| a gorgeous robe, which is not to be defined more 
strictly. A toga candida (Polyb. x. 4. 8, x. 5. 1), which Beza, 
Kuinoel, Lange, and others suppose, is less in accordance with 
the situation, in which Jesus was to be caricatured, not as 
a candidate, but as a king. As such He was to appear again 
before Pilate splendidly clothed (but whether actually in 
purple or not is not expressed in the word), Comp. Xen. 
Cyrop. ii. 4. 5. Bengel, moreover, aptly remarks: “ Herodes 
videtur contemtim voluisse significare, se nil metuere ab 
hoe rege.’ — Ver. 12. dvres] along with tdpyew, for the 
sake of making the situation more strongly prominent. See 
Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 258 £.— mpos éavtovs] not addz7- 
dovs this time, simply “ut varietur oratio,” Kiihner, ad Xen. 
Mem. ii. 6. 20. The cause of the previous enmity is un- 
known; possibly, however, it had originated from disputes 
about jurisdiction, since that consideration of Herod’s juris- 
diction (of the fori originis), even although Herod prudently 
made no further use of it, but sent back the accused, brought 
about the reconciliation. According to Justin, ¢ Zr. 103, 
Pilate sent Jesus to Herod to please him (yapefouevos). 


ReEMARK.—The narrative of the sending to Herod (comp. 
Acts iv. 27) has the stamp of originality, and might as an 
interlude, having no bearing on the further course of the history, 
easily disappear from the connection of the tradition, so that 
its preservation is only due to Luke’s investigation ; and even 
John, in his narrative of the trial before Pilate, leaves it entirely 
out of consideration. He leaps over it after the words: éya 
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ovdeuiay airiay ebpionw év wir, XVill. 38 (not after ver. 40, Tholuck, 
Olshausen), and hence makes Pilate immediately connect the 
words of ver. 39, which in the narrative of Luke correspond 
to the words of ver. 16. But not as though John had not known 
the intervening incident (de Wette; a conclusion in itself 
wholly improbable, and going much too far; such, for example, 
as might be applied equally to the Lord’s Supper, to the agony 
in the garden, etc.); but, on the contrary, in accordance with the 
freedom of his peculiar composition, since al] the evangelists 
did their work eclectically. Lightly Strauss, II. p. 500, satisfied 
himself with the conjecture that the “anecdote” arose from the 
endeavour to place Jesus before all possible judgment-seats 
in Jerusalem. Baur, however (Lvang. p. 489), derives the 
narrative from the endeavour to have the innocence of Jesus 
attested as conspicuously as possible in the anti-Judaic interest, 
to lay the guilt on Judaism, and to relieve Pilate as much as 
possible from the burden (so also Schenkel, p. 405) ; comp. 
Kichthal’s frivolous judgment, ii. p. 308. 


Vv. 13-16. Kai tovs dpyovt.] and in general the members 
of the Sanhedrim. Comp. xxiv. 20.— Ver. 14. eyo] J, for 
my part, to which afterwards corresponds ar’ ovde ‘Hpodns. 
— évoriov tuov| having examined Him in your presence, 
according to ver. 3; but there is a variation in John xviii. 
33 f.— ovdév ... altiov wv K.7.r.] I have found nothing in 
this man which could be charged upon him, of that which ye 
(ovdéy dv=oddev Tov’TwY, a) complain of against him. On 
aitvov, guilty, punishable, comp. vv. 4, 22; on Katnyop. Kata 
twos, very rare in the Greek writers, see Xen. Hell. i. 7. 6: 
TGV TE KATNYOpOVVTWY KaTa TOV oTpaTnyov. Wolf, ad Dem. 
Lept. p. 213.— Ver. 15. addr ob8é “Hpwdys] scil. edpev x.7.X., 
nor has even Herod (who yet knows the Jewish circumstances 
so accurately), etc. Comp. C. F. A. Fritzsche, in Fritzschior. 
Opuse. p. 178.-— Kai idod x«.7.r.] Result of what was 
done in presence of Herod, which now appears; hence éort 
mempaypévov, which does not mean: has been done by Him; 
but: 7s done by Him. — Ver. 16. The chastisement (what kind 
of chastisement is left indefinite) is here merely thrown out 
as a satisfaction; hence there is no essential variation from 
John xviii, 39, and no confusion with John xix. 1-4, Comp. 
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also on Matt. xxvii. 26. Bengel rightly says: “Hic coepit 
nimium econcedere Pilatus;” and thereby he had placed the 
attainment of his purpose beyond his power. Mandaxos d¢ 
vis 6 Tindtos Kai eiota brép adnelas éevotatiKds’ ededoixer 
yap tv cvKopaytiay, pitas SiaBdnOh ws, TOY avTdptyy 
arorvoas, Theophylact. 

Vy. 18-23. A condensed account down to the final con- 
demnation, ver. 24 f.— Alpe] ¢ medio tolle,—a demand 
for His death. Comp. Acts xxi. 36, xxii. 22; Dion. 
Hal. iv. 4, and elsewhere. —6oe71s] quippe qui, not equi- 
valent to the simple gui, but: a man of such a kind 
that he, etc. — 7v BeBrAnpu.] not a paraphrase of the pluper- 


fect, but denoting the condition. — Ver. 20. mpocedwvnce] 
made an address. Comp. Acts xxi. 40.— Ver. 21. oravpovu] 


Imperative active, not middle ; paroxytone, not perispomenon.— 
Ver. 22. yap] as Matt. xxvii. 23. — Ver. 23. éréxewro] they 
pressed, they urged, instabant, Vule. Comp. v.1; 3 Mace. 
i. 22, often thus in the classical writers. — xatiayvov] they 
became predominant, they prevailed. Comp. Polyb. vi. 51. 6, 
xx. 5..6'; Matt. xvi. 18, 

Vv. 24, 25. ’Exéxpwe] he pronounced the final sentence, 
Plat. Leg. vi. p. 768 A; Dem. 1477. 22, and elsewhere; 
2 Mace. iv. 48; 3 Macc. iv. 2.— darédvoe «.7.X.] a tragic 
contrast. Comp. Acts ii. 14. 

Vv. 26-32. Luke proceeds in a very abbreviating fashion, 
yet with intercalations of original matter, down to ver. 49. 
The observation épyou. am’ aypod belongs (as Ebrard at an 
earlier period also supposed, but now, on Olshausen, ed. 4, 
p. 52, questions), as does ver. 56, to the synoptical traces of 
the working day. See on Mark xv. 21.—The following 
saying of Jesus to the women is preserved only by Luke, 
extremely appropriate to the love and fervour at the threshold 
of death, and certainly from an original tradition. — Ver. 27. 
k, yvvatkov] of women also, not ministering female friends, 
but other women; and, indeed, according to ver. 28, from the 
city, as the female sex is accustomed in general to be very 
sympathizing and tender at executions; éxdmt., as vili. 52. —- 
Ver. 28 f. The address is: that they were not to weep over 
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Him (for He was on His way to meet a glorious future) ; 
nevertheless over themselves they ought to weep, etc., for (see 
ver. 29) over them was impending a terrible future (the 
destruction of Jerusalem). The contrast of emphasis lies 
upon é éué and é¢ éavtds; by the position of the one at 
the end and of the other at the beginning, and the consequent 
juxtaposition as closely as possible of the two expressions, 
the emphasis is strengthened.— paxapiat| The maternal heart, 
in truth, feels, besides its own suffering, still more keenly the 
sufferings of beloved children, Eur. Andr. 395. On é€@peyrav 
(see the critical remarks), comp. Aesch. Choeph. 543: wacOov 

. €uov Opertypuov. — Ver. 30. The mountains and hills 
were to—such is the wish of those who are in despair—not 
perchance ide them from the calamitous catastrophe and 
place them in security (comp. Isa. ii. 19, 21), but, as the 
words themselves (comp. with Hos. x. 8; Rev. vi. 16) indicate, 
the destructive landslip which covers them was to take them 
away by sudden death from the intolerable evil. — dp£ovtac] 
an outbreaking of the greatest anguish. The subject is the 
people in general (the Jews), not the steriles (Bengel). — 
Ver. 31. Reason on which this announcement of evil was 
based, ver. 29 f. “If they thus treat the guiltless and the 
righteous, what shall happen to the godless (to themselves) ?” 
On the figure of the green (Ps. i. 5) and the dry tree, comp. 
Ezek. xxi. 3; Sanhedr. f. 93. 1.- This last saying of Jesus, 
vy. 28-31, is one great memorial more, at once of His self- 
denial and of His sinless consciousness, as well as of His 
certain insight into the counsel of the divine retribution, 
which now allows itself no longer to be averted, but to be 
even once more announced with the pain of rejected love, 
and not to be withheld. — Ver. 32. xaxodpyor| defining more 
closely the érepos dv0. Comp. ver. 33. See Bornemann, 
Schol. p. 147 f.; Winer, p. 469 [E. T. 665]; Kriiger, Anab. 
1 4, 2. 

Vv. 33, 34. Kpaviov] A Greek translation of Todyo6é, 
a skull, so named from its form. See on Matt. xxvii. 33, 
and Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 485, who discovers in the name 
Golgotha the hill named Gared in Jer. xxxi, 39, — Ver. 34. 


CHAP. XXIII. 35—38, 339 


In addes adtots Jesus refers to His enemies, who indeed were 
the sinning subjects, not to the Roman soldiers (Michaelis, 
Paulus, Kuinoel, Ewald, Wittichen, following older com- 
mentators, and as early as in Euthymius Zigabenus), who 
discharged the office of executioners only involuntarily and 
morally uninterested therein; so that in their case there 
could be no allusion either to imputation or to forgiveness. 
The mockery of the soldiers (Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek also) 
is in respect of the crucifixion purely an invention. But 
in respect of the crucifixion (ti arotodor) is the prayer 
uttered in which from the innermost heart of Jesus 
breathes the deepest love which regards the crime in the 
mildest light, not indeed removing, but extenuating’ the 
cuilt, as a result of the want of knowledge of the nature of 
the deed (for they were slaying the Messiah of the people, 
whom they, however, had not recognised as such), and conse- 
quently the deed was capable of forgiveness. Even this 
prayer is a relic of the Crucified One, which Luke alone has 
preserved for us from a written or oral source. In Acts 
iii. 17, vii. 60, its echo is heard. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8, and 
the same prayer of the dying James in Eusebius, ii, 23. — 
Siapepefou.] at the division.— «Anpovs (see the critical 
remarks): lots. Comp. on Mark xv. 24. 

Vv. 35-38. According to the corrected text (see the critical 
remarks), it is not in Luke the people that mock (comp., on 
the other hand, Matt. xxvii. 39 f.; Mark xv. 29 f.), for they 
rather stand there as spectators, but the members of the 
Sanhedrim. 6€ «ad refers merely to the éxuuxrypifewv of the 
apyovtes. To the standing by and looking on of the people 
(not further sympathizing) is added, however, also mockery on 
the part of the members of the Sanhedrim. On é&emu«r. 
comp. Ps. xxii, 8, and see on xvi. 14.— odros] this fellow ! 
with scornful contempt.—o tod Ocod éxdrexTds] ix. 35.— 
Ver. 36 is not a misunderstanding of Matt. xxvii. 48 
(de Wette), but something special which the other evangelists 


1Comp. J. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 285 ; Schleiermacher, L. J. p. 453 f. 
Against the opinion of Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 353, see Graf 
in the same, 1861, p. 749 ff. 
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have not got. A mocking ofr, not an actual giving to drink ; 
for here the offer was not made by means of a sponge, so that 
naturally Jesus could not accept the drink. The proceeding 
was a grim joke !— Ver. 38. ém’ atte] over Him on the cross. 
The supplementary statement of the title on the cross (see on 
Matt. xxvii. 37) explains the fact that the soldiers scoffed at 
Him as the King of the Jews. 

Vv. 39-43. Eis] A difference from Mark xv. 32 and 
from Matt, xxvii. 44; see on the passages. — ovxi (see the 
critical remarks) od ef 6 Xp. is a jeering question, Art thow 
not the Messiah ?— Ver. 40. ot6€ ho84 ov] not: Dost not 
even thou fear (de Wette, Bleek, following the Vulg., Grotius, 
Lange, and others, that would be od od ¢.)? but: Hast thou 
no fear’ at all on thy part before God, since thou art in the 
same condemnation (as this Jesus whom thou revilest) ? 
This similarity of position in suffering the judicial condemna- 
tion of the cross is the reason wherefore he ought at least to 
be afraid before God, and not continue to practise blasphemous 
outrage. — Ver. 41. ovd€éy atorroy| nothing unlawful ; see in 
general, Liinemann on 2 Thess. iii, 2. The very general 
expression marks the innocence so much the more strongly. 
— Ver. 42. Think on me (to raise me from the dead, and to 
receive me into the Messiah’s kingdom) when Thow shalt have 
come in Thy kingly glory (as Matt. xvi. 28). The promises of 
Jesus in regard to His Parousia must have been known to the 
robber,—which might easily enough be the case in Jerusalem,— 
and does not actually presuppose the instructions of Jesus ; 
yet he may also have heard Him himself, and now have 
remembered what he had heard. The extraordinary element 
of the agonizing situation in the view of death had now as its 
result the extraordinary effect of firm faith in those promises ; 
hence there is no sufficient reason on account of this faith, in 
which he even excelled the apostles, to relegate the entire 
history into the region of wnhistorical legend” (Strauss, IT. 
p- 519; Zeller in his Jahrb. 1843, I. p. 78; Schenkel, 


1 To say nothing, moreover, of penitent humility and resignation. 
2 For apocryphal fables, which subsequently linked themselves thereto, see 
Thilo, ad Evang. Infant. 23, p. 143. 
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Eichthal), in which has been found in the different demeanour 
of the two robbers even the representation of the different 
behaviour of the Jews and Gentiles towards the preaching of 
the crucified Christ (Schwegler, II. p. 50 f.). Others (Vulgate, 
Luther, and many others, including Kuinoel and Ewald) have 
taken év in a pregnant sense as equal to eis, which is 
erroneous, since Jesus Himself establishes His kingdom; but 
to conceive of the supramundane kingdom (Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Grotius, Bornemann) brings with it the supposition, 
which in Luke is out of place, that the robber has heard the 
saying of Jesus at John xviii. 36.— Ver. 43. ompepov] does 
not belong to Aéyw coz (a view already quoted in Theophylact, 
and rightly estimated by the phrase é«@uafovtas TO pra), in 
respect of which it would be idle and unmeaning (this also in 
opposition to Weitzel in the Stud. uv. Krit. 1836, p. 957), but 
to what follows. The Lord knew that His own death and the 
robber’s would take place to-day. In the case of the robber it 
was accelerated by means of breaking the legs.— On the classi- 
cal word mapdabdeicos (Park), see Poppo, ad Xen. Cyr. i. 3. 14. 
The LXX. Gen. ii. 8 f. give this name to the dwelling-place 
of the first pair; the blessedness of this place, however, very 
naturally occasioned the naming, in the later Jewish theology, 
of the portion of Hades in which the souls of the righteous after 
death dwell till the resurrection, paradise. Comp. also the 
Book of Enoch xxi. 9 f. Not to be confounded with the 
heavenly paradise, 2 Cor. xii. 4; Rev. ii. 7. See on xvi. 23; 
Lightfoot and Wetstein on the passage. In the answer of 
Jesus there was probably not implied a divergence from the 
kind and manner in which the petitioner conceived to himself 
the fulfilment of his petition (Schleiermacher), but it presented 
simply and without veil, as well as in the most directly com- 
forting form, the certainty of his petition being granted, since 
if his soul came into paradise, participation in the resurrection 
of the just and in the kingdom of the Messiah could not fail 
him. Hofmann, Schriftbew, II. 1, p. 488, rationalizes the idea 
of paradise. Where the blessed communion of man with God 
is realized, there, he says, is paradise. This abstraction is 
surely erroneous, for this reason, that according to it the risen 
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souls must be in paradise, which is nowhere taught—they 
are in Messiah’s kingdom. By wer’ éuod Jesus expresses 
definitely His descensus ad inferos (Konig, Lehre von d. 
Hollenf. p. 45 ff; Giider, Lehre v. d. EHrschein. Jesu Chr. 
unter d. Todten, p. 33 ff.), in respect of which the fact that 
here circumstances required the mention of paradise only, 
and not of Gehenna, does not exclude what is contained in 
1 Pet. ii. 18 f., as though we had here “a passage con- 
tradicting the analogy of doctrine” (de Wette). See, on the 
other hand, also West in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 252 ff. 

Vv. 44-46. See on Matt. xxvii. 45, 50 f.; Mark xv. 
33,37. According to Luke, the connection of events was as 
follows: It was already about the sixth hour, when there is 
darkness over the whole earth till the ninth hour (yet the sun 
is still visible)—then the sun also vanishes in darkness— 
the veil is rent—Jesus utters His last cry, and dies. — xai | 
as xix. 43; Mark xv. 25.— 70 mvebdjia pov] my spirit, com- 
prehending the whole spiritual nature, contrasted with the 
dying body; Acts vit. 59. Comp. in general, Hahn, Theol. d. 
NV. T. 1. p. 410.— Ver. 46. eis yeipas cov x«.7.r.] from Ps. 
xxx 6, which words Jesus makes His own, committing His 
spirit wholly to the disposal of God ; and this perfect surrender 
to God, whose control extends even to Hades (xvi. 22 ; Wisd. 
iii. 1; Acts ii. 27), is not out of keeping with ver. 43.— 
This prayer is to be placed after the teréXeotat of John 
xix. 30, and corresponds to the wapédwxev 70 mvedua of John. 
Probably, however, the idea qapédwxev TO mvedwa was only 
by the more accurately explaining tradition moulded into the 
definite words, as Luke has them. 

Vy. 47-49. See on Matt. xxvii. 54-56; Mark. xv. 39-41. 
To yevopevov] that which had happened, namely, how Jesus 
had uttered the last loud cry,and had expired. Comp. Mark 
xv. 39, whom Luke follows. To refer it still further back 
(even to include also what is narrated in ver. 44 f.) is forbidden 
by the écyic@n «.7.r., to which (dv cannot also refer. The 
plural expression, however, Ta yevomeva, ver. 48, has a wider 
reference, since, in accordance with ocuymapay. éml Tr. Oewpiav 
Tavt., it must include the entire process of the crucifixion down 
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to ver. 46. — édckace 7. Ocov] te. practically, by His confes- 
sion, which redounded to the honour of God. Comp. John 
ix. 24. In this confession, however, d/cacos (instead of the 
Son of God in Mark and Matthew) is a product of later reflec- 
tion. — él tiv Oewpiav Tavt.| objectively: ad hoe spectaculum, 
as @ewpia (occurring only here in the New Testament) is often 
applied by Greek writers to plays, public festivals, etc. — 
TUTToVTEs TA GTHON] grief (viii. 52, xviii. 13). According to 
Luke, the people did not, indeed, join in the mockery (ver. 35), 
though they probably chimed in with the accusation and the 
demand for His death (vv. 4, 5, 13, 18, 21, 23), and hence they 
prove themselves the mobile vulgus. The special ctrewmstances 
had made them change their tune.— Ver. 49. mavtes of yywaoToi 
avT@ | those, to wit, who were present in Jerusalem. Luke 
alone has this statement, which, however, is so summary that 
even by the expression aro waxpoéev it does not contradict the 
narrative of John xix. 25. — yuvaixes] viii. 2 f. — opdcat T.] 
belonging to elotnKecay, 

Vv. 50—56. See on Matt. xxvii. 57-61; Mark xv. 42-47. 
Luke follows Mark with abbreviations, although with some 
peculiarities. — imapy.] belonging to BovrA. — diKkatos| justus, 
in the narrower meaning; see the following parenthesis. It 
is a special side of ayaOos (excellent). — Ver. 51. ov« Hv ovyk.] 
was not in agreement with their decision. Comp. on ver. 19 ; 
and as to cvyxatatibewat, assentior, see Locella, ad Xen. Eph. 
p- 209.— «. tH mpaker] and to the practice, the evil act. See 
on Rom. viii. 13; Col. iii 9. Comp. Xen. Anab. vii. 6. 17. 
— avtov] tev BovdevTdy, as is implied in BovaAevtys, ver. 50, 
Winer, p. 132 [E. T, 182].— Ver. 52. odros] recapitulating, 
Kiihner, II. p. 330. — Ver. 53. Xakevte] hewn in stone (Deut. 
iv. 49), therefore neither dug nor built. — od ov« jp «.7.r.] 
Comp. xix. 30; a more definite mode of expressing the cawe 
in Matthew. Comp. John xix. 41. In respect of the empha- 
tically cumulative negatives, see Winer, p. 443 [E. T. 626].— 
Ver. 54. And it was the preparation day (the day of preparation 
for the Sabbath, mpécaBarov). Even here (comp. on Mark 
xv. 42) no trace of a festival day is to be found in the day of 
Jesus’ death. Comp. vv. 26, 56.— érépwoxe] elsewhere of 
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the breaking of the natural day (of the day light; see Matt. 
xxviii. 1); but here of the legal daybreak, which began with sun- 
set. Not an cnaccuracy of expression, in which only prevailed 
the idea of the beginning of the day, but according to the 
Jewish mode of expression, which still, moreover, gave to the 
legal beginning of the day, at the closing in of night, the name 
of Ys, on account of the lighting of the lamps, which the natural 
evening made necessary. See the passages from the Rabbinical 
writers in Lightfoot, p.892 f. Comp. Zv. Nicod.12. That this 
mode of designation specially applied to the beginning of the 
Sabbath, on account of the Sabbath lights (see Lightfoot, Zeger, 
Clarius, Wetstein, Kuinoel, Bleek, and others), cannot be 
proved, The «tnperfect means: i would begin, was on the 
point of beginning. See Bernhardy, p. 373.— Ver. 55. cata- 
Kodov8.| following after, going after from the place of the cross, 
ver. 49, to the place of the grave, ver. 53. In the New 
Testament the word is found again only in Acts xvi. 17 ; comp. 
Jer. xvii. 16; Polyb. vi. 42.2; Long. iii. 15. The meaning: 
“as far as down there into the grave,” is an addition of Lange’s ; 
in card is found the idea of going after.— Ver. 56. pév] to 
which corresponds the 6é, xxiv. 1; hence at the end of the 
chapter only a comma is to be placed. — According to Mark, 
they did not buy the spices till later. See on Mark xvi. 1. 
In Luke there is no offence against the Jewish observance 
(Schenkel), which assuredly was well enough known to him, 
but there is a trace of the working day in the tradition which 
he follows. Comp. on ver. 26; John xviii. 28, xiii, 29; 
Bleek, Beitr. p. 137. Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 53 f., gives 
explanations which are only evasions, but which are of the 
less importance, as in this place Luke, with his inconsequent 
notice, stands alone. 
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CHAPTER XXIV. 


Ver. 1. The reading Saééws (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the 
Recepta Babéos, is so decisively attested by A BC DX, etc., 
that the adjective form Saééos must appear as the alteration of 
ignorant transcribers. — xa/ rweg ody adrais] is wanting in B C* 
Ls 33, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not Brix.) Dionys. Alex. Eus. 
Aug. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. <A 
supplementary addition, in accordance with ver. 10, for which 
occasion seemed the rather to be given that Luke neither men- 
tions Salome (Mark xvi. 1) in this place nor at ver. 10. D has 
further expanded the addition. — Ver. 3. Instead of xa/ sio- 
e2.dodeu: is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating 
evidence, <iscAéotea: 62 The former is from Mark. — Ver. 4. 
iodjocow dorp.| Lachm. Tisch. have éod%jr1 dorpawroton, in accord- 
ance with B Dx, Syr. al. Vulg. It. Kus. But the accustomed 
singular expression easily forced itself in. — Ver. 5. +d apdowov] 
ra xpocwra is attested by a preponderance of authorities. So 
Tisch. It is the more to be preferred in proportion as the sin- 
gular suggested itself the more readily to the transcribers. — 
Ver. 10. Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have joav 62; Griesb.: %» é£, on too 
feeble evidence. The words are wanting altogether in A Dr 
and a few vss. The connection has not been apprehended, 
and for the restoration thereof, sometimes joay 6¢ has heen 
omitted (in order to connect it closely with what has preceded), 
sometimes «i has been intercalated afterwards (before ¢Azyov), 
sometimes both have been done. This a/ is, with Lachm. 
Tisch., on decisive evidence, to be deleted. — After the second 
Magia is to be inserted 4, with Lachm. and Tisch., on prepon- 
derating evidence. — Ver. 12 is wanting in D, Syr.i*™ Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Rd. Rejected by Schulz and Rinck. Bracketed by 
Lachm. and [deleted by] Tisch. [8]. But even if the great 
attestation is not in itself sufficient to justify a decision in 
favour of its genuineness (comp. on vv. 36, 39, 51 f.), still an 
interpolator from John xx. 5 ff. would have mentioned not only 
Peter, but also the dArog wabyrys (comp. ver. 24); and the 
words é0éua, sapaxiarev, and dar7jrbs zpis tavr. (John, loc. cit.) 
might, indeed, have been suggested to. Luke from a source 
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emanating from a Johannine tradition; on the other hand, it 
is just the incompleteness of the notice, as well as the want of 
agreement in the contents with ver. 24, that would furnish 
a very obvious occasion for objection and for deletion. Kef/weva 
is suspicious, as it is wanting in B &, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr.“ 
Kus. ; in other authorities it is placed after wéva. — Ver. 18. Elz. 
Lachm. have év‘Iepous. But decisive authorities are in favour 
of ‘Iepous. simply (Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch.) ; év is an exegetic 
insertion. The exceedingly weakly attested «is, which never- 
theless Griesb. has commended, proceeds from the last syllable 
of wapomers. — Ver. 21. After &22%& ye read, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., x«# (B D Ls), which disappeared because it could be 
dispensed with. — Ver. 28. spoceroiro] A B D L»®, min. have 
xpooeroijouro, Commended by Griesb. adopted by Lachm. 
Tisch. A correction, in accordance with the preceding and 
following aorists. — Ver. 29. After xzéxdimev is to be adopted 
yon. It is found in B LX, min. Arr. Copt. Syr. Slav. ms. Vulg. 
It., was easily passed over by occasion of the following H 
Hyzpa, and perhaps if it had been added, would rather have 
been annexed to the foregoing 671 wpis tow. eori.— Ver. 32. xai 
ws] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely es, in accordance with B D 
L® 33, also codd. of It. Ambr. Aug. Or. (which, however, omit 
vig 2h. qu.). Rightly; xas was inserted for the connection, and 
in several versions even supplanted the ws. — Ver. 36. After 
cipgyn tiv Lachm. has in brackets éyw siws, uj poSeiede, following 
G P, min. vss. Ambr. Aug. An addition from John vi. 20. 
But, moreover, the preceding x. Aéy. adres’ sip. but, although it 
is wanting only in D and codd. of It. (deleted by Tisch.), is 
extremely open to the suspicion of being added from John 
xx. 19. See also Lachm. in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1830, p. 843. A 
reason for its omission, if it had been original, would be hard 
to perceive. — Ver. 38. Instead of é rats xapéd. B D, codd. of It. 
al. Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular ; the plural is an amend- 
ment. — Ver. 39. airis éyw sia] Several different arrangements 
of the words occur in the Mss. and vss. Lachm. and Tisch. have 
zyw eiut adrds, in accordance with B L& 33. — Ver. 40 is want- 
ing only in D, codd. of It. Syr.°“, but is deleted by Tisch., and 
comes under the same suspicion of being added from John 
(xx. 20) as the words x Aéy. abr. sip. tw, ver. 36.— Ver. 42. xai 
arb wersoo. xnp.| Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. Tisch., 
in accordance with A B D L 118, Cant. Clem. Or. Eus. Epiph. 
Ath. Cyr. An ancient omission on the part of a transcriber, 
probably only occasioned by xa’... xai The peculiarity of 
the food betrays no interpolation ; xxi dprov or xai dprov (comp. 
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John xxi. 9) would rather have been added.— Ver. 46. xa 
odrws ede] is wanting in B C* D LX, Copt. Aeth. Arr. codd. of 
It. Fathers. Suspected by Griesbach and Rinck, bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition in the way of gloss. — 
Ver. 47. apEduevov] The reading dpEdéuevs in BC* LN X®8 33, 
Copt. Aeth. Tisch. is to help out the construction, in connection 
with the omission of 62, ver. 48 (which Tisch., following B C* 
Lx, has deleted). — Ver. 51 f. The omission of xai dvepépero eis 
r. ovpavov, and at the same time of spooxuyjoavres airéy in the same 
set of authorities (D, Cant. Ver. Vere. Corb. Rd. Aug.), throws 
on beth (the former is wanting also in &*) the grave suspicion 
(comp. on vv. 36, 39) of being added for the sake of complete- 
ness. — Ver. 53. In a few authorities a/voivres xxi 1s wanting 
(which Griesb., in accordance with B C* Lx, Ar. p., regards 
as suspicious); in others xa/ ebroyotvres (which Tisch., in ac- 
cordance with D, codd. of It. Copt. Aug., has kept out). The 
Recepta is to be maintained, since aie r. Océy is especially 
frequent in Luke, but neither aivodvres nor elAvyodvres offered 
occasion for an addition by way of gloss. But x. eva. might 
easily drop out in consequence of the homoeoteleuton in 
aivovvres and evAoyourres. 


Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 1-8; Mark xvi. 1-8. 
— The question of the special sowrces from which Luke has 
taken the considerable portion that is peculiar to him in the 
account of the resurrection (Griesbach: from the mouth of 
the Joanna named by him alone, ver..10), as well as in all 
that still follows that account, cannot be decided; but 
-assuredly he did not as yet know the conclusion of Mark 
as it now stands. — Pabéws (see the critical remarks): the 
adverb* of degree is immediately annexed to a substantive. 
See on 2 Cor. xi. 23. Hence: deep in the morning, ie. in 
the first morning twilight. Comp. Plat. Crit. p. 43 A, Prot. 
p- 310 A. The opposite is: 6 éeyatos dpOpos, Theocr. 
xxiv. 63.— Ver. 2. edpov 5é x.7.X.] agrees as little as Mark 
xvi. 4 with the narrative of the rolling away of the stone in 
Matt. xxviii. 2.— Ver. 4. év 7@ Suatrop. av’t. epi TovTov| 
while they were in great perplexity concerning this. Comp. 

1 Babiws might, it is true, be also the genitive of the adjective (see generally, 


Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 246 f.). Thus Bleek, Buttmann, and Schegg. Only no 
certain instance of such a genitive form occurs in the New Testament. 
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Plat. Phaedr. p. 257 A, Soph. p. 217 A, Tin. p. 49 B. In 
the New Testament only in Luke. till Lachmann and 
Tischendorf have the simple form dmopetaGar (BC DL»), 
but this easily crept in through neglect of the compound 
form. Also ix. 7, Acts ii. 12, the reading %zropeiro occurs, 
— éréot.] as ii, 9.— avdpes] The angels (ver. 23) are 
designated according to the form of the appearance which 
they had in the view of the women.’ Comp. Acts i. 10; 
Mark xvi. 5. And their clothes had a flashing brightness 
(aotpart.). — Ver. 5. ti &nteire «.7.d.] indicating the ground- 
lessness of their search. — tov Covta] denotes Jesus not as 
Him who is Himself the life (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
following John i. 4), nor yet the conquering life (de Wette), 
but, according to the context, quite simply Him who is alive, 
and no vexpos. Comp. ver. 23.— meta tov vexpov]) the 
grave is in general conceived of as the place where the dead 
are, Where, therefore, he who is sought, is sought among the 
dead. Ver. 6 f. @s €XaX.] ix. 22, xviii. 32 f. The reference 
to Galilee (Matthew and Mark) Luke could not adopt; see 
vv. 49, 50. — tov viov Tod avOp.] The designation of Himself 
previously used by Jesus. After the resurrection He no 
longer calls Himself by this name. Comp. ver. 26. dv@par. 
apapt.| heathens. Comp. xviii. 32; Gal. ii. 15. Otherwise 
Matt. xxvi. 45.— Ver. 8. It is psychologically improbable 
that the remembrance occurred to them now for the first time 
and at the prompting of the angel, if Jesus actually foretold 
His resurrection in terms so definite. But see on Matt. 
xvi. 21.— Ver. 9. «. maou Tots Aot7rois| who adhered to the 
company of the disciples as followers of Jesus. — Ver. 10 f. 
According to the corrected reading (see the critical remarks), 
joav 6&... IaxwBov is a supplementary enumeration of the 
most eminent of the women who brought the tidings; after 
which by means of «al ai Xov7rai «.7.d. the same bringing of 


2 Schleiermacher makes out of this, persons commissioned by Joseph of 
Arimathaea. By means of such, Joseph had had the body of Jesus brought 
away from the grave, in which it had been provisionally laid. Sce L. J. p. 471. 
At an earlier period Schleiermacher made another shift, but not a better. See 
S rauss in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1863, p. 386 ff. 
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the tidings is related also of their female companions, and 
then by xai épavneayv x.t.d. the narration is further continued. 
There were, however (these women who returned and announced, 
ete.), Mary Magdalene and Joanna and Mary the mother of 
James ; moreover (kat), the rest of the women with them told this 
to the apostles, and their words appeared to them as a fable, and 
they believed them not. As to Mary Magdalene and Mary the 
another of James, see on Matt. xxvii. 55 f.; as to Joanna, on 
Luke viii. 3. — é¢dvnoar] the plural of the verb with tie 
neuter plural (see, in general, Winer, p. 456 [E. T. 645]) 
denotes here the declarations of the several individual persons. 
See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 3. 12.—Xijpos| a foolish 
rumour, trick. Plat. Protag. p. 347 D, Hipp. maj. p. 304 B: 
Aypovs Kat Prvapias ; Xen. Hist. iv. 8.15; Arist. Plut. 23, and 
elsewhere ; Soph. Zach. 455: Anpety avdpos ovyt caHdpovos. 
— Ver. 12. The disciples did not believe the women, but 
Peter, hasty and impetuous as he was, desired to inform him- 
self by his own sight about this enigmatical state of affairs. 
To take édpayev as a pluperfect (Paulus) is on account of 
Bdérec impossible; a perverted system of harmonizing, in 
which even Calvin led the way. Of the dddos pabnrns of 
John xx. 3, Luke says nothing, but, according to ver. 24, 
does not exclude him. The account is vague in the connec- 
tion of its several parts," as even ver. 34 presupposes some- 
thing that is not related. — mapaxtyy.| stooping down into the 
grave, John xx. 5, 11.— ova] so that thus the corpse was 
gone.” — pos éavt.] not: with Himself (as Mark xiv. 4; 


? 


1 Since vv. 24 and 34 presuppose what nevertheless is not previously narrated, 
it is certainly to be assumed that vv. 1-12 and ver. 13 ff. have been taken from 
two distinct sources, which Luke in his working up has not sufficiently compared 
together. There has not been wanting here, moreover, the supposition of a 
tendency. According to Baur (7heol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 61), the scene at Emmaus 
is to put in the background the manifestation which was made only to Peter. 

? That the grave was empty is so decidedly and clearly in the whole of the 
New Testament (in opposition to Weizsiicker, p. 572) the correlative of the 
resurrection of Jesus (see also Rom. vi. 4; Col. ii. 12), that it is not at all to 
the purpose when Keim (Geschichtl. Chr. p. 134) adds to the expression of his 
belief in an appearance of Jesus in glorified corporeality, ‘‘ it makes no matter 
whether the grave was empty or not.” Keim, moreover, contends with force 
against the visionary view of the resurrection. See against this kind of view, 
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Luke xviii. 11), so that it would belong to @avpafev (Luther, 
Castalio, Grotius, Wolf, Schegg, and others, following the 
Vulgate), in which case, however, it would be superfluous, and 
its position before @avyadfwv would have no motive; but it 
belongs to amAAOe: to his home, ic. wpos THv éavTodD Siaywryyy, 
Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. John xx. 10. Examples in 
Kypke, I. p. 337.— Oavyal. To yeyovds] cuvixe yap, Ott ov 
peeTeTeOn 7) yap av peta Tov dOoviwy peteTéOn, Euthymius 
Zigabenus.’ Comp. John xx. 7 f. 

Vv. 13, 14. The journey to Emmaus, peculiar to Luke. 
Mark xvi. 12 is a meagre intimation of the same history from 
another source. —%oav trop.| were on the way.— é€€ atta] 
in general: of the followers of Jesus, ék Tay dhov palnTar, 
futhymius Zigabenus. They did not belong to the twelve (see 
ver. 33); whether they were of the seventy (Jerome, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, and others) cannot be determined. In other 
respects they are perfectly unknown. Luke, ver. 18, names 
only the one (KAedzas is the same as Knedzratpos, distinct 
from the Hebrew name Kdoras, John xix. 25, or Alphaeus), 
and that, indeed, accidentally, because he introduces him 
actually speaking. In this way it is left in doubt whether 
he knew the name of the other or not (Ambrose calls him 
Ammaon). From the fact of his not being named, there is 
neither to be concluded a greater (Bornemann) nor a less 
(Kuinoel) degree of knowledge regarding him; and who he 
may have been is not at all to be conjectured, although 


also Gebhardt, D. Aufersteh. Christ. 1864, p. 18 ff. ; Diisterdieck, Apol. Beitr. 
I. p. 8 ff. ; Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 173 f. ; Uhlhorn, D. modernen 
Darstell, d. Leb. Jesu, 1866, p. 115 ff. 

1 Even this simple observation of Euthymius Zigabenus is sufficient to show 
that every other cause by which the corpse may have disappeared from the 
grave, apart from His resurrection, is inconceivable. Schenkel, indeed (in his 
Zeitschr. 1865, 5), when he defines the resurrection as ‘‘ the real mysterious 
self-revelation of the personality of Christ emerging living and imperishable from 
death,” uses for this purpose no grave, since he makes the personality of Christ 
emerge only from death, not from the grave. But the certainty that Christ 
came forth from the grave is at the foundation of every mention of the resur- 
rection throughout the whole New Testament, in which reference, especially 
also the moral idea of cuvtérrsotas and cuveysiperbas Xpora (Rom. vi. 4; Col. 
li, 12, iii. 1; Eph. ii. 6) is of importance. 
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Nathanael (so Epiphanius), Bartholomew, Peter, or another Simon 
(Origen, Cyril), nay, in spite of i. 2, Luke himself (in Theophy- 
lact, so also Lange, I. p. 252), and even, conjecturally (Holtz- 
mann), the younger James, as having made the journey with 
his father Alphaeus (but in 1 Cor. xv. 7 the Lord’s brother is 
meant)—have been guessed. —’Eppaovs] in Josephus, Bell. 
vil. 6. 6. "Appaods, a village, also according to Josephus 60 
stadia (74 geographical miles) in a north-western direction 
from Jerusalem—not to be confounded, as has often been done 
since Eusebius and Jerome (Robinson, Pal. IIT. p. 281 f.), with 
the town of Emmaus, 1 Mace. iii. 40, ix. 50, in the plain of 
Judaea, which since the third century after Christ has been 
named Nicopolis, and is 176 stadia from Jerusalem.’ See, in 
general, Ritter’s Palestine, XVI.pp.512, 545; Arnold in Herzog’s 
Encykl. WL. p. 778 f.; Thrupp in The Journal of Classical and 
Sacred Philology, 1860,p.262 ff.; Zschokke, D. neutest. Emmaus, 
1865, who, following tradition, is again in favour of the pre- 
sent village of Kubeibeh, and that on the ground of the more 
recent measurement of the distance from Jerusalem. Others: 
Culonieh; others: Kurjat et Enab.— Ver. 14. x. avtot] and 
they, on their part, said, in view of the appearance of Jesus 
to them, ver. 15 f.— epi wavrwv tav cupBeBnK. TovTwr] 
vv. 1-12. In their subsequent discourse with the unknown 
one at ver. 18 ff. they are more prolix. On opidciy = dvadé- 
yeoOa, comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 3. 2. 

Vv. 15, 16. wai adros] cai is the usual form after éyévero 
(comp. ver. 4; see on v. 12), and adres, He Himself, of whom 
they were speaking. — éyyicas] probably overtaking them 
from behind. — éxpatobvto «.7.r.] they were held so that they 
knew Him not. Examples of xpateto@az of organs of the body : 
impediri, quominus vim et actionem sibi propriam exserant, see 
in Kypke. The expression itself, which indicates a peculiar 
external influence, not to speak of its telic connection, as well 
as the correlative Sinvo/y@ncav x.7.r. in ver. 31, should have 





1 Hence we find, in some mss. (including &) and vss., the reading ixardy 
iZ7xovra, Which Tisch. *¥"°P* on insufficient evidence prefers [Tisch. 8 has returned 
to tZyxovre]. Even Arnold expresses himself as not averse to identifying it with 
Nicopolis, 
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prevented their failure to recognise Him from being attributed 
to an unfamiliar dress of Jesus, and to an alteration of His 
countenance by the tortures of crucifixion; or, on the other 
hand, to the disciples’ own dejection (Paulus, Kuinoel, Lange, 
and others). The text represents only a wonderful divine 
effect. The matter is otherwise represented in Mark xvi. 12, 
where Jesus appears év érépq popdy. 

Vv. 17, 18. What are these discourses that ye in turn throw 
out to one another as ye walk, and are of gloomy countenance ? 
Instead of xai évtes oxvOpwrroi, the address passes over into 
the finite verb, bringing out this characteristic more emphati- 
cally, Matthiae, § 632; Kiihner, § 675. 4. After «ai we are 
not to supply té (Beza). The relative clause ods davtsBarn. 
mp. add, corresponds to the idea of cvfnTeiy (disputare). — od 
poovos Tapouxels K.7.r.] Dost thou alone dwell as a stranger in 
Jerusalem, and hast not learned, etc.? In respect of this ques- 
tion of surprise, it is to be considered—(1) that the destiny of 
Jesus is so entirely the only thought in the soul of the two 
disciples, and appears to them now so absolutely as the only 
possible subject of their conversation and their sadness, that 
Jrom their standpoint they instantly conclude from the ques- 
tion of the unknown one that he cannot at all know what has 
come to pass, since otherwise he would not begin by ashing 
of what they speak and why they look sad; (2) that povos 
belongs to mapouxeis and Kai ov« éyvws; so that thus wapouxeis 
‘Tep. kat ov« éyvws (there is no comma to be placed before 
Kal), taken together, constitute the ground of their question, 
whether it is he alone in whose experience this is the case. 
Hence it is wrong to take «ai in the place of a relative. Comp. 
John vii. 4.— mapoixety “Icpovo. may either mean: dwell as 
a stranger in Jerusalem (thus often in the LXX.; usually with 
ev, but also with the accusative, Gen. xvii. 8; Ex. vi. 4), or: 
dwell near, at Jerusalem (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and, with hesita- 
tion, Bleek; comp. Xen. De redit. 1. 5; Isocr. Panegyr. 162 ; 
Thue. iii. 93; Lucian, D. JL i. 1); thus ‘Iepove. would be in 
the dative. The former view is the usual and the correct one 
(comp. Heb. xi. 9 ; Acts vii. 6, xiii, 17; 1 Pet. i. 17, ii, 11), 
since the disciples might recognise the unknown, perchance, as 
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a foreign pilgrim to the feast (even from his dialect), but not 
as a dweller in the vicinity of Jerusalem. Ungrammatically 
(not to be supported by passages such as Gen. xxiv. 37; Num. 
xx. 15; Ps. xv. 1, exx. 6, where the LXX. have translated 1” 
and jaw by terms more specific than the original), Theophylact, 
also Zeger and others, have taken wapotxeiy as simply to dwell ; 
and Castalio, Vatablus, Clarius, and Kuinoel have taken it in the 
figurative sense of Eévov eivar and hospitem esse: “ de iis, qui quid 
agatur ignorant, art thou then alone so strange to Jerusalem ?” 
Vy. 19-21. Tota] scil. otk eyvov yevopeva x.7.r. The 
qualitative word of interrogation presupposes things of a special 
kind which must have happened ; tpoo7rovetrae d&yvovav, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus. — ot 6€ efzrov| Probably here also Cleopas was 
the speaker, and the other added his own assent to what was 
said. — ds éyévero|] not: who was (thus usually), but: who 
became, whereby the idea se praestitit, se praebuit (see Kiihner, 
ad Xen. Anab. 1. 7. 4), is expressed. — dvjp mpod.] an honour- 
able expression, Bernhardy, p. 48. — duvaros év épyo x. Oyo] 
Comp. Thue. i. 139. 4, where Pericles is called Néyew Te Kai 
mpaccew Svvatwtatos. ev marks the sphere wherein, etc. 
Comp. Acts xvii. 24, vii. 22; Judith xi. 8; Ecclus. xxi. 8. 
In the classical writers the mere dative of the instrument is 
the usual form. See Bornemann, Schol. p.159. See examples 
of both arrangements: épy@ «. X. and Ady «. é., in Lobeck, 
Paralip. p. 64 f.; Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3. 6; Pflugk, 
ad Hur. Hec.373. In this place épy@ is put first as containing 
the first ground of acknowledgment of the Messianic dignity. 
Comp. Acts i. 1; John x. 38; Acts x. 38. — évaptiov x.7.X.] 
ze. 80 that He represented Himself as such to God and the 
whole people. — Ver. 20. é7ws te] et guomodo, still depend- 
ing on the ov« éyvas of ver. 18, which is mentally supplied as 
governing ta epi "Incod «.7.. On eis xpia Cavarou, to the 
condemnation of death, comp. xxiii. 24. — nal éotavpwcayv] for 
it was their work that He was crucified by the governor. Comp. 
Acts i. 23.— Ver. 21. jets 5€ nrmifouev] but we, on our 
part, were entertaining the hope (observe the imperfect), etc. 
This hope, demolished by the crucifixion, how soon was it 
again inflamed! Acts i, 6.— adros] He, and no other — 
LUKE IL Z 
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AvTpoda Oar] according to the politico theocratic idea of the 
national Messiah. Comp. Acts i. 6, and see Theophylact. — 
Gra ye] but indeed, although we cherished this hope. See 
Hermann, ad Eur. Ion. 1345, Praef. p. xx.; Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Mem. i. 2.12. On the immediate juataposition of the two 
particles, a usage foreign to the older Greek writers, see Borne- 
mann, Schol. p. 160; Klotz, ad Devar. pp. 14 f., 25 ; Stallbaum, 
ad Plat. Rep. I. p. 331 B.— kat] (see the critical remarks) : 
besides. — ovv tTaot tovTois| ctv denotes the accompanying 
circumstance: with all this, i.e. with the having undergone 
all this fate, namely, of being delivered up and crucified (ver. 
20). Comp. Neh. v. 18; 3 Mace. i. 22; and see, generally, 
Ellendt, Zea, Soph. II. p. 763.—tpirnv tavrnv yépav dryer 
onpepov] The subject is Jesus, who immediately before was the 
subject emphatically made prominent. Comp. Beza, Kypke. 
diyewv, of time: to spend; as e.g. déxatov eros aryeww, to be in the 
tenth year, and the like, does not belong merely to the later 
Greek! Compare the passages in Kypke. tpérnv tavtnpy 
jpépay is equivalent to ravtyv tpitny odcav ipépar, or TavTNY, 
4) tpirn éotly ypépa. See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. iv. 7. 5. 
Comp. iii. 5. 9. Hence: But indeed, besides all this, He passes 
this present day as the third since, etc. In this case, it is true, 
onpepov is superfluous, but it corresponds to the painful 
excitement of the words. Comp. Mark xiv. 29. ayes has been 
ungrammatically taken as impersonal: agitur (Grotius, Bengel, 
Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, 
Buttmann, Bleek, and others) ; while others grasp at arbitrary 
modes of supplying the subject, as 6 xpovos (Camerarius), 
@eccs (Heinsius), 6 #Avos (Er. Schmid, Heumann). Bornemann 
regards "Iopand as the subject: “Is dies, guem Israel hodve 
celebrat,tertius est, ex quo,” etc. But the context leads us neither 
to Israel nor to the mention of the celebration of the festival. 

Vv. 22, 23. Nevertheless on this frustration of our hopes 
the following also has occurred, which has again aroused them, 
and still (ver. 24) has left them till now unfulfilled. — ¢& 
jar] from our company, ®> jpeis mootai, Euthymius Ziga- 

1 Sophocles, Hl. 258, has: trsira ois iyutpus doxsis mw’ aysw: What kind of 
days thinkest thou I am spending ? 
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benus. — ép@piar] an Attic form, instead of which, however, 
the later dp@piwai (see Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 186; Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 51) is preponderatingly attested, and is, with Lach- 
mann and Tischendorf, to be preferred. — cal um etp.] kal... 
7AOov, instead of carrying on the participial expression in 
conformity with yevouevar, continues with greater emphasis 
in an independent sentence. — Kai omtaciav k.7.d.] Kat: and 
moreover, besides the fact that they found not the body. — o? 
Aéyouow] indicative, the direct vision mingling in a lively 
manner with the oratio obliqua, Bernhardy, p. 299; Reisig, 
Conject. p. 226 f. 

Ver. 24. Twés] therefore not merely Peter, ver. 12. But did 
Luke conceive these several persons as having gone together ? 
Probably, according to the analogy of ver. 22. Moreover, 
comp. on ver. 12. — ottw Kabas x.7.d.] namely, that the corpse 
was not in the grave, — adtov dé ov« eidov] but Him, Him who 
yet, according to that angelic assurance narrated by the women, 
was to live, Him they saw not ; a tragical conclusion ! 

Vy. 25, 26. Adtos] He on His part, after the disciples had 
thus helplessly expressed themselves, — dvdnros (Rom. i. 14; 
Gal. i. 2f.), without intelligence, refers to the wnderstanding, 
and Bpadets tH xapdig to the whole internal living activity, in 
respect of which (dative) its dulness, ic. its deficiency in the 
proper susceptibility and fixedness of purpose, is reproved. 
oxdnpoxapoia, Mark xvi. 14, is stronger. On Bpadvs as tardus 
in the spiritual sense, comp. Jl. x. 226; Plat. Defin. p. 415 E: 
dvcuabia Bpadvtns év pabynoe. Theophr. Mor. not. 14: 7 
Bpadurns ths Wuyis. The opposite: dyyivous, Plat. Phaedr. 
p. 239A; Diog. Laert. vii. 93; also d&vs, Plat. Rep. vii. p. 
526 B.— od miotevew] a genitive of nearer definition de- 
pendent on Apadeis (see Winer, p. 290 [E. T. 407]); slow 
to believing confidence in.— On miotevew éri with a dative, 
comp. Matt. xxvii. 42; Rom. ix. 33, x. 11; 1 Timi. 16; 
1 Pet. ii. 6. — maovwv] not merely referring to a single thing. 
There was wanting to them the faith without exception, other- 
wise they would have recognised even the suffering and death 
of the Messiah as prophesied, and have rightly discerned them ; 
éote yap TicTevew Kal pepiKds Kat KaOddov, Theophylact. — 
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Ver. 26. Must not the Messiah, etc., namely, according to the 
prophetically announced divine decree. Comp. ver. 44 ff, — 
tadta| with emphasis: this, which He, to wit, had in fact 
suffered, and which causes you to be so cast down. — Kal eioen8. 
eis 7. 50€av avtod] not as though He had already by the resur- 
rection in itself, and before the ascension, attained to His d0&a 
(for His heavenly condition is not until His glory after death, 
see ix. 26; xxi'27; Phil\ii Of. 51 Pet. i. 21) 1) Sim, aie 
John xx. 17, xvii. 5, and elsewhere), but out of the foregoing 
éder, Sef is here to be supplied: and must He not attain unto 
His glory? Wherefore, on the one hand, those sufferings needed 
first to precede; and, on the other, He must be again alive. 
The definite e’ceNO. ets 7. 50. is not to be evaporated into 
the general “attain His destination” (Schleiermacher). As to 
supplying the verb in another tense, see Bornemann on xxiv. 
27, ad Xen. Apol. § 26; and, generally, Kriiger, § 62. 4. 1; 
also Niigelsbach, Anim. z. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 76. 

Ver. 27. Kai amo rdvtwv 7. tpod.| apEapevos is to be con- 
ceived of successively: He began from Moses, and when He had 
finished with him, from all the prophets, taking them one by 
one in succession, consequently making of each one of them a 
new commencement of His dvepyrjvevors. Thus the reproach 
of a careless (Winer), inevact (Buttmann, Bleek), or defective 
(de Wette) mode of expression (Acts ii. 24) becomes, to say 
the least, unnecessary. What special passages Jesus referred 
to, Luke unfortunately does not tell us. Theophylact adduces 
many, and specially Jacob Capellus, from Gen. ili. 15 down 
to 2 Chron. Comp. also Erasmus, Paraphr.' — dcepprvever] 
He interpreted (Acts ix. 36; 1 Cor. xii. 30; 2 Mace. 1. 36; 
Polyb. iii. 22. 3), to wit, by explanation according to their 
destination referred to Him, z.e. having their fulfilment in Him. 
— Ta Tept adtod] scil. yeypappéva, implied in ypadais ; other- 
wise, xxii. 37. . 

Vv. 28, 29, “Eoxnuatifero oppwrépw mopeverOar ws 
amas cvvodoiTropos, Euthymius Zigabenus. He desired to 
prompt the invitation, which was a matter of decorum, but 


1 In respect of the prophecies bearing upon the suferings of the Messiah, see, 
in general, Hengstenberg, Christol. I11. 2, p. 88 ff. 
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knew that it would follow. Comp. Mark vi. 48. The im- 
perfect mpocerroutro (He feigned, gave Himself the air) and 
then the aorist tapeBidcavto: a lively representation. — 
mopeverOar| not: that He és constrained or wishes to go farther, 
but we must conceive that for appearance’ sake He actually 
began to move forward. — Ver. 29. On wapeBiac., they con- 
strained, to wit, by means of urgent entreaty, comp. Acts 
xvi. 15; Gen. xix. 3; also avayxdfew, xiv. 23; Matt. xiv. 22. 
They felt their holiest interests engaged to this stranger 
(ver. 32). That these two disciples dwelt in Emmaus is pos- 
sible, but follows just as little from petvov pe? jydv (comp. 
Tod petvar ody avtois) as from etondOe. For to the latter 
expression is not to be supplied eés tv ofkiav adtov, but from 
ver. 28: eis tv kwounv; that invitation, however, does not of 
necessity mean: stay im our lodging, but may just as well 
signify: stay in our company, pass the night with us in the 
house of our host. Comp. John i. 39 f. 

Ver. 30. Jesus proceeds not as a guest, but as the master 
of the house, according to His accustomed manner in the circle 
of His disciples; thus, it is true, that does not appear by which 
they recognise Him, but probably it is the external situation, 
corresponding to the opening of their eyes that now follows, 
which enhances the certainty and the impression of the re- 
cognition. Comp. ver. 35. — evAoynce] “ Tres, qui simul 
comedunt, tenentur ad gratias indicendum,” Berac. f. 45, 1. 
It is the master of the house giving thanks before the meal. 
It is quite arbitrary for most of the church Fathers (Augus- 
tine, Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many others) and Catholics 
(so also Sepp, not Schegg, but Bisping) to decide that Jesus 
celebrated the Lord’s Supper,’ from which even the év TO Kata- 
xO. ought to have guarded them, since this in fact points 
to the time before the proper beginning of the meal (as they 
reclined). Comp. on iii. 21. 

? The Catholics make use of vv. 80 and 35 as a defence of their Hucharistia 
sub una specie. See the Confut. Confess. Aug. I. 1. Even Melanchthon does 
not refuse to explain the passage before us of the Lord’s Supper, disapproving, 
nevertheless, 01 the conclusion drawn from it : wnam partem tantum datam esse ; 


“*quia partis appellatione reliquum significatur communi consuetudine sermonis,” 
Apol. x. 7, p. 234. 
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Ver. 31. Adrav 6 SunvoixOnocav ot ofOadpo/] is the 
opposite of of dpPadrpot avtav éxpatodrvto, ver. 16. As the 
latter, so also the former, according to Luke, is to be referred 
to extraordinary divine causation. This is opposed to the 
view (Paulus, Kuinoel, and others) that the disciples, only by 
means of the accustomed breaking of bread and giving of 
thanks by Jesus, wherein they had more attentively con- 
sidered Him and had seen His pierced hands, arrived at the 
recognition of Him who until then had been unknown to 
them. Comp. on ver. 30.—av’tév] with lively emphasis 
placed first. What Jesus did is previously described. — 
avoiyew] (more strongly Ssavotyev) tods 6f0adpovs, which is 
often used of the healing of blind people (Matt. ix. 30, xx. 33 ; 
John ix. 10, 14, 17, x. 21, xi. 37), describes in a picturesque 
manner the endowing with a capacity, bodily or spiritual, of 
recoguising what before was unknown, Gen. iii. 5, 7, xxi. 19; 
2 Kings vi. 17, 20; comp. Acts xxvi. 8.— ddavtos éyéveto 
at’ avtav| He passed away from them invisibly. Comp. on 
yivecOat amo Tivos, to withdraw from any one, Xen. Mem. 
1 2. 25; Bar. ii.°21. Luke intends manifestly to narrate 
a sudden invisible withdrawal effected through divine agency ; 
hence those do wrong to his intention and to the expression 
who, like Kuinoel, make out of it only a subito ab wis discessit, 
so that this departure would not have been observed till it 
occurred (Schleiermacher, LZ. J. p. 474). Beza well says that 
Luke has not said avdrots, but dm’ attov; “ne quis existimet 
praesentem quidem Christum cum ipsis mansisse, sed corpore, 
quod cerni non posset.” The Ubiquists supported the doc- 
trine of the invisible presence of Christ’s body by the passage 
before us. Comp. Calovius.—On the word &favtos—which 
is very frequent in the poets, but only rarely used in prose, 
and that of a late period, and, moreover, is not found in the 
LXX. and the Apocrypha—instead of the classical prose word 
apavys, see Wesseling, ad Diod. iv. 65. 

Vv. 32, 33. Odyt 1 Kapdla judy Kavopévn fv év juiv;| 
Was not owr heart on fire within us? The extraordinarily 
lively emotions are, as in all languages, represented under the 
image of burning, of heat, of being inflamed, and the like, 
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Wetstein and Kypke in loc. ; Musgrave, ad Soph. Aj. 473. 
Hence the meaning: Was not our heart in an extraordinarily 
Fervent commotion 2? Comp. Ps. xxxix. 4; Jer. xx. 9. Quite 
naturally the two disciples abstain from explaining more fully 
the excitement of feeling that they had experienced, because 
such an excitement, comprehending several affections, rises into 
consciousness, as divided into its special elements, the less in 
proportion as its experiences are deep, urgent, and marvellous. 
The connection of the question with what precedes is: “ Vere 
Christus est, nam non alia potuit esse causa, cur in via eo 
loquente tantopere animus noster inflammaretur,” Maldonatus. 
— as dujvoryev «.7.d.] without «ad (see the critical remarks) 
adds the special to the general asyndetically, in which form 
that which is urgent and impressive of the recollection ex- 
presses itself. — Ver. 33. ait +H wpa] Certainly after such 
an experience the meal of which they had intended to par- 
take was immediately given up. They had now no more 
irresistible necessity than that of communicating with their 
fellow-disciples in Jerusalem, and “jam non timent iter noc- 
turnum, quod antea dissuaserant ignoto comiti, ver. 29,” 
Bengel. 

Vv. 34, 35. Aéyovtas] belongs to tods evdexa Kal Tods 
avy avtois, who in a body met them as they arrived with 
the ery: yép0n o Kvpuos «.7.X. On the discrepancy with 
Mark xvi. 13, see on the passage.— %yépOn and &On 
are placed first with triumphant emphasis, as contrasted 
with what is narrated at vv. 11, 12. The appearance to 
Peter, which Luke has not related further (but see 1 Cor. 
xy. 5), took place in the interval, after what is contained in 
ver. 12. “Apparitiones utrimque factae, quibus se invicem 
confirmabant illi, quibus obtigerant,’ Bengel. — Siuwve] at 
that time the name which was still the general favourite in 
the circle of the disciples. According to Lange’s fancy, the 
apostle after his fall laid aside his name of Peter, as a priest 
his consecrated robe, and an officer bis sword. Jesus Him- 
self named him, indeed, before and after his fall, almost 
exclusively Simeon (Matt. xvii. 25; Mark xiv. 37; Luke xxii. 
31; John xxi. 15). In Luke xxii, 34, MWétpe has a special 
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significance. — Moreover, ver. 34 ought to have forbidden the 
assumption that Luke distinguishes the two disciples who went 
to Emmaus above the apostles (Hilgenfeld).— Ver. 35. cat 
avtot| and they on their part, as contrasted with those who 
were assembled. — év 7H xkAdoe] not: in the breaking, but 
at the time of the breaking. See on ver. 31. 

Vy. 36, 37. Adtos éorn ev péow adtav] He Himself stood 
in the midst of them. ‘These words point to the fact that Luke, 
who already at ver. 31 has related also a sudden disappear- 
ance and vanishing of Jesus, conceived of a marvellous, 
instantaneous appearance of the Risen One in the circle of His 
disciples, and this is confirmed by the narrative in John 
xx. 19 of the appearance of Jesus within closed doors. The 
subsequently (ver. 37) related impression upon those who 
were assembled is, moreover, easily explained from this fact, 
although they had just before spoken as specified at ver. 34. 
—é€pv péow] “id significantius quam in medium,’ Bengel. 
etpyvn vpiv| Peace to you! The usual Jewish greeting Diby’ 
D0, x. 5. — Ver. 37. wvedpua] a departed spirit, which, having 
come from Hades, appeared as an wmbra in an apparent body ; 
the same that Matthew, xiv. 26, calls davtacua. 

Ver. 38. Wherefore arise thoughts in your heart? Le. 
wherefore have ye not immediately and without any considera- 
tion (see on Phil. ii. 14) recognised me as the person I am ? 

Ver. 39. In the jist half of the verse Jesus desires to 
remove from His disciples their consternation, and that by 
means of their being required to convince themselves that it 
is He Himself (no other); in the second half He desires to 
oppose the notion of a mvedua, and that in such a way that 
they should be persuaded that it is He bodily. The two 
parts of ver. 39 correspond, that is to say, to the two parts 
of ver. 38.— Tas xelpds pov K. T. 1ddas p.| These, pointed 
to as a proof that it is He Himself, must afford this 
proof by the traces of the crucifixion, namely, by the wounds 
of the nails in the hands and feet (as to the nailing of the 
feet, see on Matt. xxvii. 35). Comp. John xx. 20.1 Accord- 





1 Without reason Schleiermacher says of these wounds : ‘‘ they may have been 
two or four” (p. 447). He has indeed taken up a position of great indifference 
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ing to Paulus and de Wette, Jesus pointed to His hands and 
feet as the wncovered parts, in order to oppose the notion of a 
spirit. In this way adtos éyw would have to be understood 
of the reality, not of the identity of His appearance. But the 
hands and the feet were seen even without special pointing to 
them ; the latter presupposes a characteristic to be recognised 
by closer inspection. Even this characteristic, however, could 
not prove the reality (since it might appear as well in a 
pavtacpa or eldwrov), but probably the identity though apart 
from the reality, for which latter the conviction was to be 
added by means of touch. — 6r1] is in both cases: that. On 
cdpka K. doTéa ovK éxer, comp. Hom. Od. xi. 219. 

Vv. 41-43. "E7v] in the sense of still ; see Schneider, ad 
Plat. Rep. p. 449 C.— amo ths yapas] on account of the (pre- 
sently experienced by them, comp. xxii. 45; Acts xi. 14; 
Matt. xiii. 44) yoy. That a great and happy surprise keeps back 
and delays the full conviction of the truth of the happy event 
itself, is a matter of psychological experience ; Liv. xxxix. 49: 


Vix sibimet ipsi prae nee opinato gaudio credentes. — eitrev 
a0 adh we ‘ \ / t \ , 

avtois éyete x.T.r.] Tpos TAElova TictW Kal BeBavoTEepav 

amodeEw Tod py Soxeiv pacu., Euthymius Zigabenus. — cat 


amo pedtoo. Knplov] and (some) of a bee's honeycomb ( favus). 
pedicolov is added as a distinction from any other kind of 
honey. The word, however, does not elsewhere occur, but 
peduocaios (Nicander, 7h. 611); 1 Sam. xiv. 27: xnpiov rod 
pedetos. On Sdidovat amo, comp. xx. 10. — Ver. 43. éfayer] 
in respect of which what had already gone before (vv. 39, 40) 
must keep at a distance the idea of a merely apparent eating, 
such as is attributed to angels, Tob. xii. 19 (comp. Gen. 
xvill, 8, xix. 3). Comp. Acts x. 41. 

Ver. 44. Eizev 6€ adrois] after the eating; a continuation 
of the same scene. According to the simple narrative, it is 
altogether unwarrantable to place an interval between these 


about the question whether Jesus was actually or only apparently dead (in 
respect of which he sophistically misuses Acts ii. 27); but still a merely 
apparent death does not come to the same thing, and it is only opposed to the 
(true) view of the resurrection that the disciples took internal for external 
phenomens. See especially p. 471. 
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two passages. No impartial reader could do this, and how 
easy would it have been for Luke to give a hint to that effect ! 
—oToL of Aoyou K.7.r.] these (namely, that I—as ye have 
now convinced yourselves—after my sufferings and death 
have actually arisen) are the words (in their realization, namely) 
which I spoke to you while I was yet with you, to wit, that all 
things must be fulfilled, etc. (the substance of the Noyor). Jesus 
assuredly often actually said this to them, according to the 
substance generally. Comp. xviii. 31 f, xxii 37; Matt. 
xxvi. 56, and elsewhere. —éru dy ovy vy.| for by death 
He was separated from them, and the earlier association with 
them was not, moreover, now again after the resurrection 
restored.”-— €v 7t@ vouw M. x. mpod. x. wadmois] certainly 
contains in itself that which is essential of the Jewish tri- 
partite division of the Canon into daw (AN), prophets (O'S'2)), 
and Hagiographa (B'3N3). Under the Jaw was reckoned 
merely the Pentateuch ; under the prophets, Joshua, Judges, 
1st and 2d Samuel, 1st and 2d Kings (Biv ON), and 


1 But to say, with Ebrard, p. 596, that the passage vv. 44-49 depicts in 
general the whole of the teaching communicated to the disciples by Christ after 
His resurrection, is just as marvellous a despairing clutch of harmonistics. So 
also older harmonists, and even Grotius. Wieseler, in the Chronol. Synopse, 
p. 423 f., like Bengel and others, places between ver. 43 and ver. 44 the forty 
days, after the lapse of which ver. 44 ff. is spoken on the day of the ascension. 
But his proof depends on the presupposition that in the Gospel and in Acts i. 
Luke must needs follow the same tradition in respect of the time of the ascen- 
sion, The separation of ver. 44 from what precedes ought not only to have been 
prevented by the use of the 2 (comp. on ver. 50), but also by the use of the 
evra, referring as it does to what goes before. Lange, L. J. Il. 3, p. 1679, 
represents ver. 45, beginning with rors dijvokev x.7.a., a8 denoting the forty days’ 
ministry of Jesus begun on that evening; for he maintains that the unfolding 
of the knowledge did not occur in a@ moment. But why not? At least there 
needed no longer time for that purpose than for the instructions of ver. 27. 
Rightly, Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 5, declares himself opposed to separations 
of that kind ; nevertheless, he afterwards comes back to a similar arbitrary inter- 
polation of the forty days in vv. 45-49. If the place for the forty days has first 
been found here, there is indeed sufficient room to place the direction of ver. 49, 
xadioure tv 7H wore x.7.A., first after the return of the disciples from Galilee, as 
Lange does ; but Luke does not, since he here absolutely excludes a withdrawal 
on their part to Galilee. Ewald rightly recognises (Gesch. des Apost. Zeitalt. 
p. 93) that Luke limits all appearances of the Risen One to the resurrection 
Sunday. So also, impartially, Bleek, Holtzmann. 

2 Grotius well says: ‘‘ nam tune tantum zee’ oixovoyiay illis aderat.” 
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the prophets properly so called, except Daniel (O'S O'N'23) ; 
under the JHagiographa, all the rest of the canonical Scriptures, 
including Daniel, Esther, Ezra and Nehemiah (the two 
reckoned together as one book), and Chronicles. See Bava 
Bathra f. xiv. 2; Lightfoot, p. 900. Yet, according to the 
use of mpodnr. and wad. elsewhere (comp. xx. 42) from the 
mouth of Jesus, it is not to be assumed that He by these two 
designations intended to express that definite literary historical 
extent of the O's'23, and the whole of the Hagiographa. He 
means the prophets proper who have prophesied of Him 
(ver. 25), from whom He certainly, moreover, did not think 
Daniel excluded (Matt. xxiv. 15); and by yandu., the actual 
Psalms in the accustomed sense as that portion of the Scripture 
in which, besides the law and the prophets, the Messianic 
prophecy is chiefly deposited. Moreover, observe the non- 
repetition of the article before zpod. and yady., whereby the 
three portions appear in their connection as constituting one 
whole of prophecy. 

Vv. 46, 47. Kai otrws &&ee being deleted (see the critical 
remarks), the passage reads: for thus i is written that the 
Messiah should suffer and vise again, etc., and that there should 
be announced, etc. By means of 67z Jesus adds the circum- 
stance in the way of motive, on account of which He opened 
their voids, etc.; ottw, however, has its reference in these 
instructions just given: im the manner, in such a way as I 
have just introduced you into the understanding of the 
Scripture. What follows, being conceived under the form of 
doctrinal positions (“ the Messiah suffers,” etc.) as far as the 
end of ver. 47, is then the Messianic summary of Old 
Testament prophecy. — emi T@ dvd. adtod] on the foundation 
of His name—on the confession of this name, to wit, by 
which the whole evangelic agency is supported—depends the 
announcement of repentance and forgiveness, as far as concerns 
their specific purpose and their characteristic nature. Comp. 
Acts iii. 16, iv. 17 f, v. 28, 40.—dp&dpevov] for which 
Erasmus and Markland conjectured dp£apévwr,' is the imper- 


1 As D actually reads. Other attempts at improvement : dpZcuivay, apkdusvos. 
In respect of ap&éusva, followed by Ewald, see the critical remarks, 
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sonal accusative neuter: incipiendo (Herodotus, iii. 91, and 
thereon Schweighiauser), ze. so that it (the office of the «npuy- 
Ofjvat) begins, Le. from Jerusalem (Ast, Lew. Plat. I. p. 288). 
See Winer, p. 550 [E. T. 779]; Bornemann, Schol. in loc. 
Comp. Buttmann, Weutest. Gr. p. 321 [E. T. 374 f£.].— amo 
‘Iepove.] as the metropolis of the whole theocracy. Comp. 
Isa. ii, 3, xl. 9, and elsewhere; Acts 1.8; Rom. xv. 19.— 
eis Tavta Ta EOvn| among all nations, Matt. xxviii. 19. 

Ver. 48. "Eore] indicative. — tovtwr] is arbitrarily referred 
only to the sufferings and the resurrection (so also Kuinoel 
and de Wette). It must belong to all the three points pre- 
viously mentioned. Hence: “ But it is your business to 
testify that according to the prophecies of Scripture the 
Messiah actually suffered, and is risen again, and repent- 
ance and forgiveness are announced on the ground of His 
name,” etc. Of the former two points the apostles were 
eye - witnesses ; of the last, they were themselves the first 
executors, and could therefore in their office testify of their 
experience that according to the prophecies of Scripture is 
announced, ete. 

Ver. 49. Encouragement to this calling of bearing witness 
by assurance of the sending of the Spirit, and they were not 
to leave Jerusalem until after they had received this mission. 
Comp. Acts i. 4. They were therefore soon to receive it, and 
not before their reception of it to enter upon their calling. — 
éyo| it is I who send. The present of the near and certain 
future. Moreover, this assurance has as its presupposition the 
approaching ascension. Comp. John vii. 39, xvi. 7, 13-15; 
Acts ii. 33. — xaBicate x.7.r.] In respect of the difference of 
the evangelical traditions about the place of sojourn of the 
risen Lord and His disciples, see on Matt. xxvii. 10. On 
xabi€ery, to remain, to abide in peace, comp. Acts xvii. 11.— 
Jesus characterizes the gifts of the Holy Ghost by the expression 
THY éTayyedlay Tod Tatpos pov (Acts i. 4), so far as God 
promised the bestowal thereof by prophetic prediction.’ Joel iii. 

1 The discrepancy, apparent indeed, though too much insisted on by Strauss, 


II. p. 645 ff., between the passage before us and John xx. 22 f. is perfectly 
explained when it is observed that in this passage the communication of the 
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1, 2; Isa. xliv. 1 ff.; Ezek. xxxvi, 27, xxxix. 29. Comp. 
Acts ii. 16 ff.; and on Eph. 1.13; Gal. iii. 14. The pouring 
out of the Spirit is the realization of the promise of the 
Father. —éws ob évdvoncbe Sivapiw é& irxpous] till ye have 
been endued with (definitely ; hence without av) power from on 
high (vim coelitus suppeditatam), to wit (comp. Acts i. 8), by 
the Holy Spit. The power is distinct from the Spirit Him- 
self, i. 35. The metaphoric use of évdver@ar and other verbs 
of clothing, to denote spiritual relations into which man is 
translated or translates himself (comp. also Rom. xiii. 14 ; 
Gal. iii, 27; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 12), is not a Hebraism, 
but is also frequently found in the classical writers. See 
Kypke, I. p. 345. Comp. 1 Macc. 1. 28; Ecclus. xxvii. 8 ; 
Test. XI. Patr. p. 587. So the Latin induere, Liv. ili. 33 ; 
Quint. i. 1, and elsewhere; and the Hebrew W2?, Judy. vi. 34; 
1 Chron. xii. 18. — €& inpous] comp. Eph. iv. 8. 

Ver. 50. "E&njyaye «.7.r.] namely, from Jerusalem (vy. 33, 
49), and that after the scene just related (vv. 36-49). Observe 
in respect of this—(1) that this é&y. «.7.d. does not agree with 
Acts x. 40, 41, because Jesus had openly showed Himself. 
(2) The immediate linking on by 6é, and therein the absence 
of any other specification of time, excludes (compare also the 
similar circumstance in Mark xvi. 19, 20) decisively the forty 
days, and makes the ascension appear as if it had occurred on 
the day of the resurrection. Comp. Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 
77 f.; Schleiermacher, Z. J. p.463. The usual naive assump- 
tion is nothing else than an arbitrary attempt at harmonizing : 
ov TOTE GAN ev TH TecoapaKooTH Huépa peTa THY avaoTacw” 
Ta yap €v TO péow Trapédpapyev Oo evayyedtoTys, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. Comp. Theophylact, Kuinoel, Ebrard, and many 
others, including Gebhardt, Auferst. Chr. p. 51 f. Luke him- 
self could neither wish to leave the reader to guess this, nor 
could the reader guess it. That Luke also in other places 
goes on with 6€ without any definite connection (in discourses : 
Vie) xvii, 4, vill) ty xm 40 Ain. eventsxx: 27, 41,45, 
Spirit xa’ toxnv, which was the substance of the prophetic promise, is meant, 


and that this which was to follow at Pentecost does not exclude an earlier and 
preliminary communication. 
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xxi..1; de Wette, comp. Ebrard) in such an extension as 
this (according to de Wette, he forgot in ver. 50 to specify the 
late date), is an entirely erroneous supposition. There remains 
nothing else than the exegetic result—that a twofold tradition 
had grown up—to wit—(1) that Jesus, even on the day of the 
resurrection, ascended into heaven (Mark xvi. Luke in the 
Gospel); and (2) that after His resurrection He abode still 
for a series of days (according to the Acts of the Apostles, 
forty days) wpon the earth (Matthew, John). Luke in the 
Gospel followed the former tradition, but in the Acts the latter. 
Hence we may infer in regard to the latter account, either that 
he did not learn it until after the compiling of his Gospel, 
or, which is more probable, that he adopted it as the correct 
account. As to the variation in the traditions regarding the 
locality of the appearances of the risen Lord, see on Matt. xxviii. 
10. — é€w] with verbs compounded with é«; see Lobeck, ad 
Aj. p. 334, ad Phryn. p. 10; Bornemann, Schol. p. 166.-— éws 
eis By?.] as far as to Bethany, not necessarily into the village 
itself, but (comp. Matt. xxi. 1) as far as to the part of the 
Mount of Olives where it enters into Bethany. Comp. Acts 
i. 12. — érdpas 7. yetipas] the gesture of blessing, Lev. ix. 22. 

Ver. 51. "Ev 7@ evAoy.] therefore still during the blessing, 
—not immediately after, but actually engaged in the discourse 
and attitude of blessing on parting from them. According 
to the usual reading: dvéotn am’ aiTav K. dvedép. eis T. oUpar., 
He separated Himself from them, and (more specific statement 
of this separation) was taken up into heaven. The passive 
voice does not require us to assume that there were any agents 
to carry Him up (according to de Wette, probably angels or a 
cloud). The wmperfect is pictorial. Luke thinks of the ascen- 
sion as a visible incident, which he has more fully represented — 
at Acts i. According to Paulus, indeed, «. avedép. eis Tr. ovp. 
is held to be only an inference! Moreover, if the words 
Kk. avepép. eis T. obp. are not genuine (see the critical remarks), 
then the ascension is certainly meant even by the mere duvéoTn 
av avtav; but here it is not yet definitely indicated, which 
indication, together with the detailed description, Luke reserves 
for the beginning of his sécond book,—till then, that dvéorn 
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amr avtov was sufficient,—the matter of fact of which was 
already incidentally mentioned at ix. 51, and was elsewhere 
familiar. On S&éorn, secessit, comp. Hom. J/. xii, 86, xvi. 
470; Valckenaer, Schol. in loc. 


REMARK. — On the subject of the ascension’ the following 
considerations are to be noted :—(1) Considered in general, it is 
incontestably established as an actual fact by means of the 
testimony of the New Testament.’ For, besides that in the 
passage before us it is historically narrated (comp. with Acts i. 
and Mark xvi.), it is also expressly predicted by Jesus Him- 
self, John xx. 17 (comp. as early as the suggestion in vi. 62); 
it is expressly mentioned by the apostles as “having happened 
(Acts ii. 32, 33, ii. 21; 1 Pet. in. 22; Col. i. 1 ffi; Eph. ii. 6, 
iv. 10. Comp. Acts vii. 56; 1 Tim. i. 16; Heb. ix. 24); and 
it forms—and that, too, as a bodily exaltation into heaven to 
the throne of the glory of God—the necessary historical pre- 
supposition of the whole preaching of the Parousia (which is a 
real and bodily return) as of the resuscitation of the dead and 
transformation of the living (which changes have their necessary 
condition in the glorified body of Him se is to accomplish 
them, viz. Christ, T Cor. xv. 5 ff, 8, 16, 22,23; Phil, in. 20, 21, 
and elsewhere). (2) But the idea of a visibl, Yy, yea, sensibly y 
glorious event must the rather be considered as an addition of 
subsequent tradition which grew up as a reflection of the idea 
of the Parousia, Acts i. 11, since only Luke, and that certainly 
merely in the Acts (Mark not at all, xvi. 18), expressly relates 


1 Heaven is not herein to be taken in the sense of the omnipresence of the 
courts of God, as the old Lutheran orthodoxy, in the interest of the doctrine of 
Christ’s ubiquity, would have it (thus also Thomasius, Christi Pers. u. Werk, 
Il. p. 282 ff.), or of the unextended ground of life which bears the entire 
expanse of space (Schoeberlen, Grundl. d. Heils, p. 67), but locally, of the 
dwelling - place of the glory of God ; see on Matt. vi. 9; Mark xvi. 18; Acts 
iii. 21. Erronecusly, likewise in the sense of ubiquity, says Gess, Pers. Chr. 
p. 265: ‘‘ Where Jesus, according to His divinity, chooses to be essentially 
present, there He will also be according to His human corporeality.” No; 
according to the New Testament view, it must mean: He there effectuates this 
His presence by the Holy Spirit in whom He communicates Himself. See, 
especially, John xiv.-xvi. ; Rom. viii. 9, 10. A becoming bodily present is a 
marvellous exception, as in the case of Paul’s conversion, see on Acts ix. 3. 
Calvin, Jnst. II. 16, rightly designates the being of Christ in heaven as a cor- 
poralis absentia from the earth. 

2 Against the denial of the capability of historical testimony to prove the 
actuality of miracles in general, see, especially, Rothe, zw Dogmat. p. 84 ff. 
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an event of that kind; but the first and fourth evangelists, 
although John had been an eye-witness, are wholly silent on 
the subject (including John vi. 62), which they hardly either 
morally could have been or historically would have ventured 
to be, since such a highest and final external glorification would 
have incontrovertibly made good, even from a literary point of 
view, the forcible impression which that event would have 
necessarily produced upon the faithful, and would have just as 
naturally and incontrovertibly put forward this most splendid 
Messianic ozuety as the worthiest and most glorious copestone 
—the return to heaven corresponding to the heavenly origin. 
The reasons by which it has been sought to explain and justify 
their silence (see eg. in Flatt’s Magaz. VIII. p. 67; Olshausen ; 
Krabbe, p. 532 f.; Hug, Gutacht. I. p. 254 ff.; Ebrard, p. 602; 
Lange, II. p. 1762 ff.) are nothing more than forced, feeble, and 
even psychologically untenable evasions. Comp. Strauss, IT. 
p. 657 f. (8) The body of the risen Lord was not yet in the 
state of glorification (it has flesh and bones, still bears the 
scars of the wounds, is touched, breathes, eats, speaks, walks, 
etc., in opposition to Theophylact, Augustine,’ Krabbe, Ewald, 
Thomasius, Keim, and the old dogmatic writers) ; but, moreover, 
no longer of the same constitution as before the resurrection 
(Schleiermacher), but, as Origen already perceived, in a condition 
standing midway between’ mundane corporeality and supra- 
mundane glorification—and immortal (Rom.vi.9,10). Although, 
on account of the want of any analogy within our experience, 
such a condition of necessity does not admit of a more exact re- 
presentation, yet still it explains in general the sort of estrange- 
ment between the risen Lord and His disciples,—the partial 
doubt of the latter as to His identity, His not being hindered 
by the crucifixion wounds, His marvellous appearance and dis- 
appearance, and the like; moreover, by the consideration that 
Jesus rose again in a changed bodily constitution, the physiological 
scruples which have been raised against His rising from not 
merely apparent death are removed. The actual glorification 
whereby His body became the sama svevwarimov (1 Cor. xv. 45-47), 
the ofjma rio 66En¢ adrod (Phil. iii. 21), first began in the moment 


1 «Claritas in Christi corpore, cum reswrexit, ab oculis discipulorum potius 
abscondita fuisse, quam defuisse credenda est,” Augustine, De civ. Dei, xxii. 9. 

2 Comp. Martensen’s Dogmat. § 172; Schmid, Bibl. Theol. I. p. 118; 
Hasse, Leben d. verklirt. Erliés. p. 118, who, however, mingling truth and 
error, represents the resurrection body of Christ already as cama wvsvmarixay 
(‘a confluence of spirit and body,” p. 123). More accurately, Taute, Leligions- 
philosophie, 1852, II. 1, p. 340 tf 
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of the ascension, when His body was transformed into the 
spiritual body, as they who are still living at the time of the 
Parousia shall be transformed (1 Cor. xv. 51, 52), still with this 
difference, that the body of the latter up to that moment is still 
mortal (1 Cor. xv. 53), whereas the body of Christ, even from the 
time of the resurrection, was Immortal; hence also an appeal to 
the marvellous healing power of Jesus, which was powerfully 
exercised on Himself (Hase, Z. J. § 118), is here insufficient and 
inapplicable. The perfecting of this glorification of the body 
of Christ is not to be regarded as a matter to be perceived by 
the senses, since in general a glorified bodily organ does not 
fall into the category of things perceptible by human sense. 
The same is the case with the taking up of the glorified Christ 
into heaven, which, according to the analogy of Luke xxiv. 31, 
is perhaps conceivable in the form of a vanishing. (4) Of the 
two traditions which had grown up in regard to the time of the 
ascension (see on ver. 50), in any case the one bearing that 
after His resurrection Jesus still abode on earth for a series 
of days, is decidedly to be preferred to the other, that even 
as early as the day of resurrection He also ascended, And 
this preference is to be given on the preponderating autho- 
rity of John, with which is associated also Paul, by his 
account of the appearances of the risen Lord, 1 Cor. xv. 
5-7,’ and the notices of Acts x. 41, xiii. 31.2 Still there 
must remain a doubt therein whether the definite specification 
of forty days does not owe its origin to tradition, which fixed the 
approximate time (comp. Acts xii. 31) at this sacred number. 
The remarkable testimony of Barnabas, Hp. 15 (éyomev rjv juépay 
ry bydény eis edpposdugy, evn nal 6 Inoods avéorn éx venpa xed Davepwbels 
ven sis rods odpavods), IN nO way agrees with the forty days.’ 


+ Although at 1 Cor. xv. it is not possible definitely to recognise whether all 
the appearances, which are specified before ver. 8, occurred before or after the 
ascension. Very little to the point, moreover, does Strauss (Christus des Glau- 
bens, p. 172) lay stress on the fact that Paul knows nothing of ‘‘ touching and 
eating proofs.” These, indeed, did not at all belong to the purpose and connec- 
tion of his representation, as little as in the Acts at the narrative of the conver- 
sion of Paul ‘‘ broiled fish and honeycomb” could find a place. 

* But to seek to make out an agreement between the narrative of Luke about 
the appearances of the risen Lord with that of Paul (see e.g. Holtzmann) can in 
no way be successful. 

3 It may be supposed, with Weisse, that the ascension wes here placed on 
the resurrection Sunday, or, with Ebrard, Lange, and many others, that it was 
generally placed on a Sunday.. In respect of the latter supposition, indeed, the 
number forty has been given up, and it has been taken as a round number and 
increased to forty-two. But if, with Dressel, Patr. Ap. p. 36, a point be put 

LUKE II. 2A 


370 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


(5) If the appearances of the risen Lord are transferred as pro- 
ducts of the imaginative faculty into the suljective region (Strauss, 
Holsten, and others), or if, in spite of the unanimous attestation 
of the third day as being that on which they first began, they 
are viewed as spiritual visions of the glorified One in the deepest 
excitement of aspiration and prayer (Ewald, Gesch. d. Apost. 
Zcitalt, p. 68 ff.); then, on the one hand, instead of the resurrection, 
in the sense of the New Testament, as an historical starting- 
point, there remains only the personal continuance of the exalted 
One (Schenkel) ; and, on the other hand, the ascension does not 
appear as an objective fact, but just as nothing more than the 
end of that powerful excitement, and this must carry with it the 
conclusion that from him to whom He in such wise appeared, 
the glorified One vanished again tranquilly into His everlasting 
clorification with God (Ewald, Zc. p. 95 ff). Every spiritualizing 
of those appearances into internal experiences, “into glorifica- 
tions of the image of His character in the hearts of His faithful 
people” (Schenkel), and the like, must convert a strange, 
widespread fanaticism into the fruitful mother of the mighty 
apostolic work, and into the foundation of the ecclesiastical 
edifice, but must regard the Gospel narratives on the matter as 
products and representations of self-deceptions, or as a kind of 
ghost stories—a view which the narratives of the Apostle John 
in reference thereto most decisively forbid. Comp. on Matt., 
Remark after xxviii. 10. This, withal, is opposed to the gene- 
ralization of the concrete appearances into continued influences 
of the Lord, who still lived, and of His Spirit (Weizsiicker), in 
which for the ascension, as such, there is left nothing historical. 
Weisse’s view, moreover, is absolutely irreconcileable with the 
New Testament narratives, identifying as it does the ascension 
with the resurrection, so that, according to apostolic view, the 
fact was no going forth of the body from the grave, but the 
taking up of the soul (with a spiritual corporeality) out of Hades 
into heaven, whence the exalted One announced Himself in 
visions (see also Weisse, Hvangelienfrage, p. 272 ff. ; Gebhardt, 
Auferst. Chr, p. 72). To make out of the ascension absolutely 
the actual death which Jesus, being awakened from apparent 
death, soon after died (Paulus), could only be attained at the 
height of naturalistic outrage on the New Testament, but is not 


after vexpav, and what follows be taken as an independent clause, this is a very 
unfortunate evasion, by means of which xai Qavepwésis x.7.a. is withdrawn from 
all connection, and is placed in the air. Not better is Gebhardt’s notion, Auferst. 
Ohr. p. 52, that Barnabas, in mentioning also the ascension, did not intend to 
make specification of date at all for it, 
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avoided also by Schleiermacher in his wavering expressions. 
The mythical construction out of Old Testament recollections 
(Strauss), and the directly hostile crumbling and destruction of 
the Gospel narratives (Bruno Bauer), amount to subjective 
assumptions contradictory of history ; whilst, on the other hand, 
the revival of the Socinian opinion of a repeated ascension 
(Kinkel in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1841, p. 597 fit) depended on 
erroneous interpretations of single passages (especially John 
xx. 17). Finally, the abandoning of all attempts historically to 
ascertain the fact (de Wette on ver. 53) does justice neither to 
the accounts and intimations of the New Testament itself, nor 
to the demands which science must make on the ground of 
those intimations. 


Ver. 52. Kat adroi| and they on their part, after the Lord 
was separated from them (and was taken up into heaven). To 
the avedépeto eis T. ovp. corresponds in this place the equally 
suspicious mpooxuy. avtov (see the critical remarks on ver. 
51f.), which is referred to Him who was exalted to heavenly 
dominion. — pera yapas peyad.] at this tinal blessed perfect- 
ing of their Lord Himself (John xiv. 28), and at the blessing 
which they had just received from Him. “ Praeludia Pente- 
costes,” Bengel. “Corpus suum intulit coelo, majestatem suam 
non abstulit mundo,” Augustine. 

Ver. 53. Kai Aoav dia travtos év TO iep@] Kata Tods Kat- 
povs Sndovote TOV cuvakewy, OTE civar ev a’TS eEHv, Euthymius 
Zigabenus. The popular expression é:@ wavtds is not to be 
pressed (comp. ii. 37), hence it does not exclude the coming 
together in another locality (Acts i. 13, 1. 44) (in opposition 
to Strauss). Comp. Lechler, <Apost. wu. Nachapost. Zeitalt. 
p. 281. Moreover, after the pouring forth of the Spirit, they 
continued as pious Israelites daily in the temple, Acts ii. 46, 
ii. 1. 

1 Comp. moreover, Taute, Religionsphilosophie, 11. 1, p. 380 fi., according to 
whom the resurrection of Christ is said to have been His first descent out of 
the intelligible region of the existence of all things, but the ascension His last, 
resurrection appearance, so that resurrection and ascension are so related to one 
another as special epoch-making appearances of the Lord before the brethren 
after His death. With such extravagant imaginations of historical details of 
faith is the philosophy of Herbart, even against its will, driven forth far beyond 


the characteristic limits which by Herbart himself are clearly and definitely laid 
down. , 
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Aveustus Neanpver, D.D. Translated from the Second and Improved Edition. 
Nine Vols. 8vo. (£3, 7s. 6d. 


This is the only Edition in a Library size. 

Prof. H. A. Ch. Havernick.—General Introduction to the Old Testament. By 
Professor HAvERNICK. One Vol. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Muller.—The Christian Doctrine of Sin. By Dr. Junius Mituer. Two 
Vols. 8vo. (21s.) New Edition. 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Christology of the Old Testament, and a Commentary on the 
Messianic Predictions. By E. W. HENGsTENBERG, D.D. Four Vols. (£2, 2s.) 

Dr. M. Baumgarten.—The Acts of the Apostles; or, The History of the Church 
in the Apostolic Age. By M. BaumMGarTEN, Ph.D. Three Vols. (£1, 7s.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Lord Jesus. By Rupotren Stier, D.D., Chief 
Pastor and Superintendent of Schkeuditz. In Hight Vols. 8vo. (£4, 4s.) 

Dr. Carl Ullmann.—Reformers before the Reformation, principally in Germany 
and the Netherlands. Two Vols. Svo. (£1, 1s.) 

Professor Kurtz.—History of the Old Covenant; or, Old Testament Dispensation. 
By Professor Kurrz of Dorpat. In Three Vols. (£1, 11s. 6d.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Risen Saviour, and Commentary on the Epistle of 
St. James. By Rupo.py Stier, D.D. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. One Vol. (9s.). 

Professor Tholuck.—Commentary on the Sermon on the Mount. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—On the Book of Ecclesiastes. To which are appended: Treatises 


on the Song of Solomon; the Book of Job; the Prophet Isaiah ; the Sacrifices of Holy 
Scripture ; and on the Jews and the Christian Church. In One Vol. 8vo. (9s.) 


Dr. Ebrard.—Commentary on the Epistles of St. John. By Dr. Joun H. A. 
EBRARD, Professor of Theology. In One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Lange.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospels of St. 
Matthew and Mark. ByJ. P. Lancer, D.D. Three Vols. (10s. 6d. each.) 

Dr. Dorner.—History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ. 
By Dr. J. A. Dorner, Professor of Theology in the University of Berlin. 
Five Vols. (£2, 12s. 6d.) 

Lange and Dr. J. J. Van Oosterzee.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on 
the Gospel of St. Luke. ‘Two Vols. (18s.) 

Dr. Ebrard.—The Gospel History: A Compendium of Critical Investigations in 
support of the Historical Character of the Four Gospels. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 


[See neat page. 
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) 
| Lange, Lechler, and Gerok. —Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the 
Acts of the Apostles. Edited by Dr. LANcr. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on the Gospel of St: John. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Biblical Commentary on the Pentateuch. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on Joshua, Judges, and Ruth. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch.—A System of Biblical Psychology. One Vol. (12s.) 
Dr. C. A. Auberlen.—The Divine Revelation. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch.—Commentary on the Prophecies of Isaiah, Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Samuel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch._ Commentary on the Book of Job. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Bishop Martensen.—Christian Dogmatics. A Compendium of the Doctrines of 
Christianity. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr, J. P. Lange.—Theological and Homiletical Commentary on the Gospel of St. 
John. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Delitzsch.—_Commentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Dr. Harless.—A System of Christian Ethics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on Ezekiel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Apostles Expounded. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Introduction to the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Bleek.—Introduction to the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Schmid.—New Testament Theology. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch_—Commentary on the Psalms. Three Vols. (31s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—History of the Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. 
Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Book of Daniel. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) | 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on Ezra, Poin ie and Esther, One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Keil.—Commentary on Jeremiah. ‘Two Vols. (21s.) 
Winer (Dr. G. B,)—Collection of the Confessions of Christendom. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Bishop Martensen.—Christian Ethics. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Delitzsch._Commentary on the Proverbs of Solomon. ‘Two Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Oehler.—Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. ‘I'wo Vols. (21s.) 
Professor Christlieb,_Modern Doubt and Christian Belief. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 
Professor Godet.—Commentary on St. Luke’s Gospel. Two Vols. (21s.) 
And, in connection with the Series— 
Murphy’s Commentary on the Book of Psalms. 7'o count as Two Volumes. (12s.) 
Alexander’s Commentary on Isaiah. Two Volumes. (17s.) 
Ritter’s (Carl) Comparative Geography of Palestine. Four Volumes. (32s. ) 
Shedd’s History of Christian Doctrine. Two Volumes. (21s.) 
Macdonald’s Introduction to the Pentateuch. Two Volumes. (21s.) 
Gerlach’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Dissertations on the Genuineness of Daniel, etc. One Vol. (12s.) 
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The series, in 148 Volumes (including 1879), price £38, 17s., forms an Apparatus without 
which it may be truly said no Theological Library can be complete ; and the Publishers 
take the liberty of suggesting that no more appropriate gift could be presented to a 
Clergyman than the Series, in whole or in part. 

*,* No DUPLICATES can be included in the Selection of Twenty Volumes; and it will save 

trouble and correspondence if it be distinctly understood that NO LESS number 
than Twenty can be supplied, unless at non-subscription price. 





Subscribers’ Names received by all Retail Booksellers. 
Lonpon: (For Works at Non-subscription price only) HaMtLton, ADAMS, & Co. 


T. and T. Clark’s Publications. 


HANDBOOKS FOR BIBLE CLASSES. 


Just published, in crown 8vo, price 1s. 6d., 


THE ERISTLE, OF «PAUL... Oygae 
CHUR€CHES OF GALATIA. 


CHith Entrovuction and Motes 


By THE Rev. JAMES MACGREGOR, D.D., 
Professor of Systematic Theology in the New College, Edinburgh. 


‘ There can be no question as to the value of such handbooks. They will be welcome 
to many persons quite apart from any class work, and should find a place in many 
thousands of Christian libraries. —Christian World. 

‘ Professor Macgregor has compressed into his small manual as much solid learning 
and suggestive thought as is rarely found in books three or four times its size. —Baptist 
Magazine. 

‘A remarkably able introduction to the epistle.’—Nonconformist. 

‘This part of the work is very well done; and if the rest of the books should show an 
equal condensation of thought, the result will be beyond praise.’—Sword and Trowel. 





Just published, in crown 8v0, price 2s., 


THE -POST-EXILIAN PROPHET 


HAGGAI, ZECHARIAH, MALACHI. 
CHith Entrovuction any Motes 


By MARCUS DODS,' De: 


‘No intelligent person who takes up this small book can fail to be struck by the 
evidence it gives of extensive and accurate scholarship, and of philosophic thoughtful- 
ness. —British Messenger. 

‘In this little book we have commentaries which, so far as we have looked through 
them, are all that can be desired.’ —Homilist. 

‘Thoughtful, suggestive, and finely analytical.’—Zvangelical Magazine. 











Just published, in crown 8vo, price 1s. 6d., 


RY ELL FE. Ont cai TT 


By Rev. JAMES STALKER, M.A. 


‘As asuccinct, suggestive, beautifully written exhibition of the life of our Lord, we 
are acquainted with nothing that can compare with it.’—Christian World. 

‘We question whether any one popular work so impressively represents Jesus to the 
mind.’—The Christian. 

‘The best life of onr Lord in a small compass we have met with. It is fresh, graphic, 
vigorous, and eloquent.’— Glasgow News. 


Just published, in crown 8vo, price 1s. 6d., 


THE CHRISTIAN: SACRAMENTS 
By Proressorn JAMES 8. CANDLISH, D.D. 


‘The style is admirable, simple, and graceful. The work is certainly the best of its 
kind that has appeared on the subject.’—Daily Review. 


Will shortly be published, 


THE BOOKS OF CHRONICLES 


By Rev. Proressorn MURPHY, BELFAST. - 
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